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polemic or forensic or argumentative as In
politics. Music can no more spell out the Ein-
stein Theory of Relativity or the Darwin
Origin of Species, than it can reflect Com~-
munist ideology.

All this shows to what extremes com=
munism can bring a people. Montaigne
sald, “the fantasies of music are governed by
art.” I say, they can never be governed by
politics.

FREEDOM TO TRAVEL

The Supreme Court has just issued a most
momentous decision, indicating that there
48 uttermost freedom to travel, that every-
one has the constitutional right to travel,
and that the State Department cannot arbi-
trarily limit that right by denying a pass-
port save for reasons that would be laid
down by Congress and those reasons must be
certain and definite. Congress has not done
this in the case of political beliefs.

The Court held that the Secretary of
‘State had no statutory power to deny a
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passport for refusal to answer guestlons on
alleged Communist “beliefs or assoclations.”
The Secretary of State did not have the
right to refuse a passport if one refused to
answer a question as to whether he was a
Republican or a Democrat—in the absence
of some standard of instructions laid down
by Congress. In other words, the Court re-
fused to give the Secretary of State an
“unbridled discretion to grant or withhold
a passport for any substantive reason he
may choose,” such as, mere suspiclon that
the applicant s or was or might be a Com-
munist sympathizer.

The Court held that the Secretary of State
was not dealing with citizens who had been
accused of any crime nor found guilty of a
crime. The applicants were being denied
their freedom of movement, their freedom to
travel, solely because of their refusal to be
subjected to inquiry into their beliefs and
assoclations, There had been no proven
charges of any danger to our security if
they were to travel abroad.

June 24

Esplonage or sabotage or any criminal ac-
tlvity would, of course, be a different matter.
The Secretary of State has a right to deny
a passport on these definite grounds. The
Government has a right to protect itself and
its security. But that protection does not
run against mere radicals or political cranks
or crackpots or unorthodox believers. I have
always maintained that the political means
test laid down by the State Department in
recent years for issuing passports has not
been helpful to the security of the country
nor to the good name of the United States.
If Congress now sees fit to enact a statute
that would specify the Secretary of State's
authority for refusal to grant a passport,
that would be proper as far as I am con-
cerned, provided reasonable and fair stand-
ards are set and due process is observed.
Very likely Congress will do this, and then
the Secretary of State will be unable to act
arbitrarily. He would be compelled to fol-
low reasonable restraints laid down by
Congress.

SENATE

Tuespay, June 24, 1958

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

O Thou who art from everlasting to
everlasting, let the light of Thine eternity
now fall upon our sinful ways.

May the floodlight of Thy judgment
fall not only upon a world in the turmoil
of selfish strife, but also upon our own
hearts, with all their deceit and pretense.

Save us from demanding of others a
higher standard of conduct than we de-
mand of ourselves.,

May the sympathy we show to others
who are in want and woe be commen-
surate with the pity we would expend on
ourselves if we were in their misery and
need. So may we love our neighbor as

urself.
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We ask it in the name of the One who
came, not to be ministered unto, but to
minister. Amen.

THE JOURNAL
On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Monday,
June 23, 1958, was dispensed with.

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The Chief Clerk read the following
letter:
UNITED STATES SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D. C,, June 24, 1958.
To the Senate:
Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon, RarpH W. YARBOROUGH, &
Senator from the State of Texas, to perform
the duties of the Chair during my absence.
CARL HAYDEN,
President pro tempore.

Mr. YARBOROUGH thereupon took
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. MansrIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the following com-
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mittees or subcommittees were author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate today:

The Subcommittee on Post Office Mat-
ters of the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

The Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

The Fiscal Affairs Subcommittee of
the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, un-
der the rule, there wil be the usual morn-
ing hour for the introduction of hills and
the transaction of other routine busi-
ness. I ask unanimous consent that
statements in connection therewith be
limited to 3 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of executive business, to
consider the nominations on the Execu-
tive Calendar.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COM-
MITTEE

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. CHAVEZ, from the Committee on
Public Works:

Maj. Gen. Gerald E. Galloway, United
States Army, to be a member of the Missis-
sippi River Commission; and

Col. John 8. Harnett, Corps of Engineers,
to be a member of the California Debris
Commission,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. If there be no further reports of
committees, the nominations on the cal-
endar will be stated.

UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations of United States
attorneys.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that these nomina-
tions be considered en bloc.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomina-
tions will be considered en bloe; and,
without objection, they are confirmed.

UNITED STATES MARSHALS

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations of United States
marshals.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that these nomina-
tions be considered en bloe.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomina-
tions will be considered en bloe; and,
without objection, they are confirmed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi=
dent be immediately notified of the con-
firmation of these nominations,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro fem-
pore. Without objection, the President
will be notified forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. O'MAHONEY, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend-
ments:

5.3203, A bill to amend the act of August
15, 1853 (ch. 509, 67 Stat. 592; Public Law
284, Eighty-third Congress, first session), to
revest title to the minerals in the Indian
tribes, to require that oil and gas and other
mineral leases of lands in the Riverton
reclamation project within the Wind River
Indian Reservation shall be issued on the
basis of competitive bidding only, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 1746).

By Mr. O'MAHONEY, from the Committiee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, with an
amendment:

S. 4002, A bill to authorize the Gray Reef
Dam and Reservoir as a part of the Glendo
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unit of the Missourli River Basin project
(Rept. No. 1748).

By Mr. BIBLE, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, with an amend-
ment:

S.4009, A bill to amend the act author-
izing the Washoe reclamation project, Ne-
vada and California, in order to increase the
amount suthorized to be appropriated for
such project (Rept. No, 1749).

By Mr. ANDERSON, from the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy, without amend-
ment:

8.3786. A bill to further amend Public
Law 85-162 and Public Law 84-141, to in-
crease the authorization for appropriations
to the Atomic Energy Commission in ac-
cordance with sectlon 261 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 1747).

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. BUTLER:

8. 4042. A bill to authorize the Attorney
General to permit certain alien crewmen to
remain in the United States In excess of the
29-day period provided for under the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, WILEY:

5.4043. A bill to amend the act providing
aid for the States in wildlife-restoration proj-
ects with respect to the apportionment of
such ald; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,

(See the remarks of Mr. WiLEY when he in-
troduced the above bill, which appear under
8 separate heading.)

By Mr. McNAMARA !

B.4044. A Dbill to establish a board of di-
rectors to manage the Saint Lawrence Sea-
way Development Corporation, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations.

(See the remarks of Mr. McNaMarA When he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. ALLOTT:

8. 4045. A bill for the rellef of Henri Polak;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WILEY (for himself, Mr. DouG~
1As, and Mr. GOLDWATER) :

8.4046. A bill to authorize the appropria-
tion to the Corregidor Bataan Memorial
Commission of an amount egual to amounts,
not in excess of $7,500,000, which may be
recelved by the Secretary of the Navy from
the sale of vessels stricken from the Naval
Vessel Register, to be expended for the
purpose of carrying out the provisions of
the act of August 5, 1953; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. HUMPHREY :

8.J.Res. 181. Joint resolution extending
for 60 days the special milk program; to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. HumpPurey when
he introduced the above joint resolutlon,
which appear under a separate heading.)

PROMOTION AND PROTECTION OF
HUMAN RIGHTS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on
last Thursday the Senate unanimously
agreed to Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 94, expressing deep indignation
over Soviet barbarism and perfidy in
the execution of Imre Nagy and other
Hungarian leaders. I am pleased, Mr.
President, that the State Department
released its statement of June 19; and
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I ask unanimous consent that the state-
ment be printed at this point in my re=-
marks.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

UNITED STATES STATEMENT oN NAGY

(WasHINGTON, June 19.—Following is the
text of the State Department's statement
today on the execution of former Hungarian
Premier Imre Nagy, as read to reporters by
Lincoln White, department press officer:)

The United States is gratified to learn that
the United Nations Speclal Committee on
the Problem of Hungary has decided to
convene urgently in order to consider the
secret “trial” and execution of Imre Nagy,
Gen. Pal Maleter and two compatriots by
the Soviet-Installed Hungarian regime.

The brutal execution of these Hungarians
i1z an affront to all members of the United
Nations and to the conscience of the world.
It contravenes the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights and lgnores the will of the
United Nations General Assembly expressed
in Resolution 1133 of the 11th General As-
sembly. That specifically refers to this Hun-
garian situation.,

The report of the United Nations Special
Committee on the Problem of Hungary was
endorsed by an overwhelming majority of the
members of the United Nations. The report
made crystal clear that the events which took
place in Hungary in October and November
of 1956 constituted a spontaneous national
uprising and it found that the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republiecs, in viclation of the
charter of the United Nations, has deprived
Hungary of its liberty and political inde-
pendence and the Hungarian people of the
exercise of their fundamental human rights.
The report also states that the present Hun-
garlan regime has been imposed on the Hun-
garian people by the armed intervention of
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republies.

Imre Nagy was the victim of Soviet viola-
tion of safe-conduct pledged by the Hungar«
ian regime. Furthermore, Pal Maleter was
the victim of Soviet duplicity while nego-
tiating in good falth with Soviet representa-
tives for the withdrawal of Soviet troops
from Hungary.

The United States Government has re-
peatedly asked those in power in Hungary
for information concerning the whereabouts
of Mr, Nagy and his colleagues. No infor=-
mation has ever been recelved.

It is hoped that the committee will develop
the full facts surrounding this latest occur-
rence in the horrifying tragedy of Hungary.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
note that the State Depariment’s state-
ment says that these executions contra-
vene the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights adopted at the United
Nations on December 10, 1948. I am
particularly pleased that the Department
has taken this occasion to remind us of
the importance of that declaration.

The Universal Declaration of Human
Rights was promulgated during a period
when the United States was playing a
forthright and leading role in the United
Nations in an effort to promote and
protect human rights. During this pe-
riod, from 1946 to 1953, we also stressed
the promulgation of the Genocide Con-
vention to which 55 nations have now
acceded. These were the years when
our beloved former First Lady, Mrs.
Eleanor Roosevelt, was chairman of the
Commission on Human Rights. This
was the period when the United States
of America was steadily associated with
the cause of human rights at the United
‘Nations.
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Unfortunately, Mr. President, I know
from my own exp e as a delegate
to the United Nations that our reputa-
tion for leadership in the field of human
rights is no longer secure, either at the

‘United Nations or elsewhere. There

may be several reasons for this. One
of them undoubtedly, however, is that
since 1953 and the efforts of the so-
called “Bricker amendment” advocates,
there has been considerable pressure
against official participation in interna-
tional conventions and treaties affecting
human rights.

In April 1953 Secretary of State Dulles
came before a subcommittee of the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee and announced
that the United States would no longer
participate in a movement to promote
rights by international agreement. He
stated—in fact, he pledged—that the
United States Government would not
submit for ratification treaties on such
subjects. Since Secretary Dulles’ state-
ment in 1953, no multilateral treaties
for the promotion of human rights have
been signed by our Government. We
have even gone to the extreme of an-
nouncing in advance to the United
Nations that we will not sign treaties on
human rights—even before we have ex=-
amined the provisions of these treaties.

The one convention, Mr. President,
which was signed and submitted to the
Foreign Relations Committee prior to
1953—the Genocide Convention—has
languished in committee, The reasons
for this are well known to every com=
mittee member. The State Department
does not desire its ratification. Under
these circumstances, the committee has
given the Department every opportunity
to withdraw this and other items on the
agenda of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee on which the State Department
has changed its mind and on which
action is no longer desired.

However, the State Department does
not wish to take the responsibility for
withdrawing the Genocide Convention.
Instead, it wishes to maintain the pres-
ent situation of inactivity, with respon-
sibility for our failure to ratify thus
placed on the shoulders of the members
of the committee, rather on the Depart-
ment. This is an unpardonable bit of
buck passing, Mr. President, and I think
it is high time it was publicly aired. I
believe we have a right to have the State
Department fish or cut bait on this
issue. The Department has an obliga-
tion either to press for action in the
Foreign Relations Committee on the
Genocide Convention, or else be honest
and withdraw it.

Many other issues are involved in this
whole question of the depressive impact
of our present State Department posi-
tion on the question of international
human rights. A brief survey of devel-
opments in this field will indicate what
I have in mind.

For instance, the Unifted States has
not become a party to the following con-
ventions in the field of human rights:

December 9, 1948: Convention on the
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime
of Genocide;

April 6, 1950: Convention on the Dec~
laration of Death of Missing Persons—
in effect December 1951;




11994

July 28, 1951: Convention Relating to
the Status of Refugees—in effect De-
cember 1952;

December 20, 1952: Convention on the
Political Rights of Women;

March 31, 1953: Convention on Inter-
national Right of Correction—not in
effect;

September 28, 1954: Convention Re-
lating to the Status of Stateless Per-
sons—in effect December 1954;

June 1956: Convention on Mainte-
nance of Obligations Abroad,

September 7, 1956; Supplementary
Convention on Slavery, the Slave Trade,
and Institutions and Practices Similiar
to Slavery;

January 29, 1957: Convention on the
Nationality of Married Women.

Second. The following instruments are
being considered by organs of the United
Nations:

(a) The two Draft International Cov-
enants on Human Rights;

(b) Recommendations concerning in-
ternational respect for the right of peo-
ples and nations to self-determination;

(c) Draft Convention on Freedom of
Information.

Third. The following studies are un-
der consideration:

(a) Study of discrimination in the
field of employment and occupation—
by the International Labor Office;

(b) Study of discrimination in the
matter of religious rights and prac-
tices—by the Subcommission on Preven-
tion of Discrimination and Protection
of Minorities;

(¢c) Study of discrimination in the
matter of political rights—by the Sub-
commission on Prevention of Discrimi-
nation and Protection of Minorities;

(d) Study of the matter of arbitrary
arrest, detention or exile—by a special
Committee of Four of the Commission
on Human Rights.

In the face of this long record of in-
activity, and the harm it undoubtedly
has done to our national image before
the world, I believe that Senate action
would be appropriate to help correct the
situation.

Therefore, Mr. President, I submit a
concurrent resolution urging the Presi-
dent of the United States to resume par-
ticipation by the United States in the
United Nations and in other interna-
tional bodies in the effort to draft and
sign international instruments to pro-
mote and protect human rights and fun-
damental freedoms throughout the
world.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the concurrent resolution be printed
at this point in the Recorp; and I urge
speedy attention by the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee.

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 97) was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations, as follows:

Whereas the United States has pledged 1t-
self by the Charter of the United Nations “to
take joint and separate action in coopera-
tion" with the United Nations to promote
“universal respect for, and observance of,
human rights and fundamental freedoms for
all without distinclon as to race, sex, lan-
guage, or religion”; and

Whereas denlals of human rights anywhere
‘have a direct relat.&onshlp to the preservatlon
of world peace and stability; and
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Whereas the United States from 1946 to
1953 played a leading role in the efforts of
the United Nations to promote respect for
and observance of human rights, during
which period the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights and the Genocide Convention
were promulgated; and

Whereas the United States has falled to
ratify the Genocide Convention and has in-
formed the United Nations that it will not in
the future sign any international agreement
on human rights; and

Whereas the present refusal of the United
States to participate in international efforts
to protect human rights has diminished the
prestige and influence of the United States
and weakened such international efforts:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep=
resentatives concurring), That the President
of the United States is requested to resume
the participation by the United States in the
United Nations and in other international
bodles in the effort to draft and sign inter-
national instruments to promote and protect
human rights and fundamental freedoms
throughout the world.

FAIRER DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL
FUNDS FOR WILDLIFE PROJECTS

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a hill to
provide for fairer distribution of Federal
funds for wildlife restoration and man-
agement programs. The proposed legis-
lation, amending section 4 of the Pitt-
man-Robertson Act, would require the
apportionment of Federal funds to States
for game projects on the basis of license
issued, rather than on the basis of
number of license holders.

Recently I received from L. P. Voigt,
director of Wisconsin’s Conservation De-
partment, a resolution, adopted at a joint
meeting of the Wisconsin Conservation
Commission and the Illinois Advisory
Board, endorsing the objective of this
proposed legislation.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill,
together with a supplemental statement,
prepared by me, and the resolution from
Director Voigt, be printed in the REcoOrD.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the bill, supplemental statement,
and resolution will be printed in the
RECORD.

The bill (S. 4043) to amend the act
providing aid for the States in wildlife-
restoration projects with respeect to the
apportionment of such aild, introduced
by Mr., WILEY, was received, read twice
by its title, referred to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That section 4 of the act
entitled “An act to provide that the United
States shall aid the States in wildlife-restora-
tion projects, and for other purposes,” ap-
proved September 2, 1937, as amended (16
U. 8. C. 668c), is amended by striking out
“one-half in the ratio which the number of
paid hunting-license holders of each State
in the preceding fiscal year, as certified to
said Secretary by the State fish and game
departments, bears to the total number of
paid hunting-license holders of all the
States,” and inserting in lleu thereof “one-
half in the ratio which the number of paid
hunting licenses issued by each State in the
preceding fiscal year, as certified to sald Sec-
retary by the State fish and game depart-
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ments, bears to the total number of paid
hunting licenses issued by all the States.”

The statement and resolution pre-
sented by Mr, WiLEY are as follows:
STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILEY

Under the Pittman-Robertson Act, the
States match Federal funds on a 25-percent
basis to carry on acquisition, maintenance,
and restoration of wildlife projects. The
funds are obtained by collection of an ex-
cise tax on firearms and ammunition, After
deducting administrative costs and certain
statutory aids to Territories, the money is
reapportioned to the States.

For over 20 years, funds under the act
have been allocated to the States according
to a formula generally based on records of
number of licenses issued. Now—by a new
interpretation of the original statute—the
Department of the Interior proposes to
change the formula to allocate funds on the
basis of license holders, rather than on 1i-
censes issued. The result, I believe, would be
an unfair and inequitable distribution of
funds under the program.

For example, a hunter may be Issued sep-
arate licenses for different kinds of game
hunting. Under the proposed changes, how-
ever, the State, for purposes of qualifying
for funds, would be allocated money only on
the basis of a single license. However, the
cost of management, maintenance, and res-
toration of the separate game programs
would be the same as if several hunters had
been issued licenses. Thus, it would result
in an inequitable distribution of funds.

The task of determining the number of
hunters in a State annually, too, would re-
quire a special statistical survey. This data
would be used as a base on which to appor=-
tion funds for the next year. However, ac-
cording to estimates, such a survey would
cost Wisconsin from $15,000 to $30,000; the
expense to other States would be propor-
tionately high.

From time to time, also, the surveys would
have to be repeated, so as to attempt to
maintain accurate records. Instead of this
costly, inequitable procedure, I believe the
record of licenses issued can, and should,
serve as a basis upon which to apportion the
funds.

Thus, the proposed changes would not
only disrupt the present policy and result
in inequitable distribution of money under
the programs; it would also require the out-
lay of large sums of money for surveys that
could more appropriately be spent for wild-
life management and restoration practices,

To forestall what I feel would be detri-
mental effects of the proposed changes, I am
urging SBecretary of the Interior Fred Seaton
to hold in abeyance any such action until
the Congress has had an opportunity to take
a new look at the situation and make neces-
sary changes in the law.

Meanwhile, I respectfully urge the mem-
bers of the Senate Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs to take action on this
proposed legislation as soon as possible,

RESOLUTION

Whereas Public Law 415, better known
as the Pittman-Robertson Act, was passed
in 1937 and provided that the excise tax on
sporting arms and ammunition be distributed
to the various States by the Department of
the Interior on the basis of a formula which
included equal welght to land area of each
State and to the number of pald hunting
license holders as certified to the Secretary
of the Interior by the State fish and game
departments; and

Whereas for the past 20 years the number
of pald license holders has been interpreted
to mean the number of hunting licenses
sold and apportionment of Pittman-Robert-
son funds has been based on this assump-
tion with the full knowledge and approval
of the Department of the Interior; and
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Whereas many people hold both big game
and small game, resident and nonresident
hunting licenses, and it is a well-recognized
fact that a certain number of people in every
State in the Union hold more than one hunt-
ing llcense—such duplication can only be
determined by a most comprehensive and
costly statistical survey; and

Whereas the original Pittman-Robertson
Act contains a number of unrealistic provi-
sions; that is, the quality of the land areas
for wildlife values is not differentiated, the
valuable waterfowl areas of the Great Lakes
are not included in the land areas considered,
and hunting pressure is grossly undervalued
in the formula; and

Whereas no consideration is proposed for
the dual role played by the hunter who main-
talns two sets of arms, ammunition, and
licenses for both big-game and small-game
hunting; and

Whereas it is now defermined by the Bu-
reau of Sport Fisherles and Wildlife that
the method of certification of hunters by
the various State fish and game departments
is no longer considered valid and, therefore,
large sums of SBtate fish and game manage-
ment funds must be expended for statistical
surveys to determine the actual number of
hunters in each State, such surveys to cost
somewhere between $4,000 and $350,000 per
State annually, which money will be forever
lost to game management: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That the Wisconsin Conservation
Commission and the Illinois Advisory Board,
in joint meeting duly assembled on April 24,
1958, in the city of Elgin, Ill., respectfully
request the Members of Congress and the
United States Senators from the States of
Illinois and Wisconsin to instigate legisla-
tion in the Congress of the United States
to make desirable changes in the formula for
the distribution of funds available under
the Pittman-Robertson law and for the cer-
tification of the number of licenses sold so
that the divislon of fish and game funds
under the recent ruling of the Bureau of
Sport Fisheries and Wildlife can be elimi-
nated;

L] - L - L ]
ILrIiNOIS ADVISORY BOARD,
By GLEN D. PALMER,
Conservation Director.
WiscONSIN CONSERVATION
COMMISSION,
By L. P. Vo,
Conservation Director.

BOARD OF DIRECTORS TO MANAGE
ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVEL-
OPMENT CORPORATION

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
1o establish a Board of Directors to man-
age the St. Lawrence Seaway Develop-
ment Corporation, and for other pur-
poses.

This bill would formally remove the
8t. Lawrence Seaway Corporation from
the supervisory authority of the Presi-
dent and establish it as an independent
agency.

I believe this action is especially neces-
sary, following the Executive order of
the President last weekend, to transfer
control of the Seaway Corporation to the
Commerce Department.

When the transfer from the Defense
Department to Commerce was in the
discussion stage last December, I wrote
to the President to protest the transfer.
I suggested that supervision and direc-
tion of the Corporation remain with the
Defense Department “at least until such
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time as the Corporation can be made an
independent agency.”

Unfortunately, the President has ig=-
nored the many protests that have been
raised over the matter and has trans-
ferred jurisdiction to the Commerce De-
partment. He has taken an action which
I believe will help no one in the long
run except those who are against the
aims and purposes of the St. Lawrence
Seaway.

With the seaway now scheduled to
begin operations within a year, it is im-
portant that control be vested in those
who will make it a serious and full-time
business to insure the seaway's success.

My bill would turn the St. Lawrence
Seaway Development Corporation into an
independent agency governed by a three-
man Board of Directors.

The Directors would be appointed by
the President with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate, and they would serve
9-year terms.

Complete control of the seaway, nego-
tiations with the appropriate Canadian
agency, and the setting of measurements,
rates, and tolls would be vested in the
Corporation.

The precedent for this is the long-
standing Federal policy of placing the
practical responsibiilties of our trans-
portation systems with independent
agencies.

Examples, of course, are the Inter-
state Commerce Commission, the Civil
Aeronautics Board, and the Maritime
Commission.

While the Maritime Board technically
is under the Commerce Department, the
Board, with respect to its regulatory
functions, is independent of the Secre-
tary of Commerce.

I believe the interests of the seaway
users, the surrounding area, and of the
country will be best served by making the
Corporation an independent agency.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The bill (S. 4044) to establish a board
of directors to manage the St. Lawrence
Seaway Development Corporation, and
for other purposes, introduced by Mr.
McNamara, was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations,

EXTENSION OF SPECIAL MILK
PROGRAM

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
under legislation which I sponsored sev-
eral years ago, milk has been provided,
not only to children in our schools, but
also to children in summer camps, child-
care centers, and similar institutions,
under what is known as the special milk
program.

Authority for this program will ex-
pire next Monday. Unless something is
done about it this week, the Department
of Agriculture must suspend its activi-
ties under the program.

The Senate previously voted a 3-year
extension of the program, and a simi-
lar extension has been approved by the
House Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, but has been included in an
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omnibus farm bill that will take more
time to clear through the Congress.

As a result, we face suspension of this
program right at the start of the sum-
mer period. Unless emergency action
is taken, for example, some 2,000 sum-
mer camps will be cut off from intended
milk distribution.

No Member of either the Senate or
the House wants this to happen. A
parliamentary situation should not be
allowed to cut off this program. For
that reason, I have explored means of
avoiding such a suspension with various
Members of the other House who are
interested both in this program and in
the omnibus farm bill.

Mr. President, as an outgrowth of
those discussions, I introduce a joint
resolution extending the special milk
program for 60 days, and ask that it be
referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry for immediate consid-
eration and action. We must approve
it this week.

I have reason to believe the joint
resolution is acceptable to the House
committee. In fact, one of the House
commitiee members plans to introduce
& companion joint resolution today.

I am sure the House will either pass
the joint resolution or will pass the
Senate bill already pending before it, to
extend this program.

In the interest of time, however, it
would be advisable for the Senate itself
to act on this temporary extension, even
though we have already voted a 3-year
extension.

This temporary continuation has been
discussed with officials of the branches
concerned in the Department of Agri-
culture, and they assure us that it will
permit continuation of the program un-
interrupted until August 31. By that
time, the Congress will have opportunity
to complete action on the 3-year ex-
tension, either in an omnibus bill or
separately. I urge the cooperation of
the Commitiee on Agriculture and For-
estry and the leadership in getting this
joint resolution enacted as quickly as
possible.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The joint resolution will be re-
ceived and appropriately referred.

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 181)
extending for 60 days the special milk
program, introduced by Mr. HUMPHREY,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry.

STABILIZATION OF PRODUCTION
OF CERTAIN MINERALS FROM
DOMESTIC MINES—AMENDMENTS

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself, the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Jackson], and the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
HoeritzeLL], I submit amendments, in-
tended to be proposed by us, jointly, to
the bill (S, 4036) to stabilize production
of copper, lead, zine, acid-grade fluor-
spar, and tungsten from domestic mines.
These amendments would include pig
aluminum on the same basis that copper
1; presently included in title III of the

ill.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendments will be re-
ceived, printed, and referred to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, on be-
half of my colleague, the senior Senator
from Idaho [Mr. DworsHAK] and myself,
I submit an amendment, intended to be
proposed by us, jointly, to the bill (S.
4036) to stabilize production of copper,
lead, zine, acid-grade fluorspar, and
tungsten from domestic mines, and ask
that it be printed and appropriately
referred.

Senate bill 4036, which was introduced
on June 20 by the senior Senator from
Montana [Mr. MurraY], the senior Sen-
ator from Nevada [Mr. Maronel, the
senior Senator from Utah [Mr. WarT-
KIns]1, the junior Senator from Montana
[Mr. MansrFieLp], the junior Senator
from Colorado [Mr. CarroLL], the junior
Senator from Nevada [Mr. BisLE], the
senior Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
BArRrReTT], the junior Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr, GoLpwAaTER], the senior Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. Caavez], and
myself, establishes the so-called Seaton
plan for copper, lead, zine, acid-grade
fluorspar, and tungsten from domestic
mines.

The amendment I submit would add

to the bill for lead and zinc a provision
similar to that already contained in it
for copper. It would authorize the Gov-
ernment, for a period of 1 year only, to
purchase for the supplemental stockpile,
100,000 tons of lead and 200,000 tons of
zine.
. Mr. President, the ecrisis in the lead-
zine industry in my State, and other
areas in the United States, is critical.
The Interior Department, in cooperation
with the State Department, has done a
constructive job in proposing a stabili-
zation plan to benefit the domestic pro-
ducers, without at the same time creat-
ing a disruptive situation in the mineral-
producing countries friendly to the
United States. I am persuaded that if
the objectives of the Seaton plan are to
be achieved, the large stocks of lead and
zine in the hands of producers must be
absorbed in the stockpile, Then the in-
dustry can adjust to the new program,
and reopen the mines and smelters and
call its unemployed miners back to work,
in an economic climate not depressed by
abnormal pressures.

This is precisely the situation which
has been recognized in the administra-
tion’s plan with respect to copper. I am
sure it will be found that the considera-
tions apply equally in the case of lead
and zinc.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment will be received,
printed, and referred to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

MISBERANDING AND FALSE ADVER-
TISING OF FIBER CONTENT OF
TEXTILE FIBER PRODUCTS—
AMENDMENTS
Mr. PURTELL (for himself and Mr.

BusH) submitted an amendment, in-

tended to be proposed by them, jointly, to

the bill (H. R. 469) to protect producers
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and consumers against misbranding and
false advertising of the fiber content of
textile fiber products, and for other pur-
poses, which was ordered to lie on the
table, and to be printed.

Mr. BEALL submitted an amendment,
intended to be proposed by him, to House
bill 469, supra, which was ordered to lie
on the table, and to be printed.

AMENDMENT OF SMALL BUSINESS
ACT OF 1953—AMENDMENT

Mr. CAPEHART submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him, to
the bill (H. R. 7963) to amend the Small
Business Act of 1953, as amended, which
was ordered to lie on the table, and to be
printed.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE REC-
ORD

On request, and by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete.,
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

By Mr. CAPEHART::

Statement prepared by him regarding con-
certs recently given by Benny Goodman at
the Brussels Fair,

RETIREMENT OF ADM. FELIX B.
STUMP

Mr. HOBLITZELL. Mr. President, on
August 1, 1958, one of the Nation's high-
est ranking naval officers, Adm. Felix
Budwell Stump, will end a lengthy pe-
riod of service to his country that is in
keeping with the highest tradition of
the Armed Forces of the United States
of America.

I take this opportunity to pay fribute
to Admiral Stump, who will go into re-
tirement on the day when he steps down
from his post of commander in chief,
Pacific.

I am particularly honored to pay tri-

bute to this famed fighting man, since
he is a native of my hometown, Park-
ersburg, W. Va., and now lists Clarks-
burg, W. Va., as his official address.
West Virginians are proud to be able to
claim Admiral Stump as one of their
own.
It would be far beyond my capacities
to render a worthy account of the ad-
miral’s outstanding services during a
period that spans two world wars. I
feel that Admiral Stump’s official Navy
biographical sketch, which merely con-
tains the statistical and factual infor-
mation needed for naval records, does a
more competent job.

The facts speak for themselves in
spelling out this great American’s con-
tribution to the defense of his Nation.

At this time, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be printed
in the Recorp an outline of the career
of this officer.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

Apm, FerLix B. Stump, UNITED STATES NAvVY

A native of Parkersburg, W. Va., Felix Bud-
well Stump was appointed to the Naval Acad-
emy from that State in 1913, Graduated in
March 1917, just prior to the United States
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entrance into World War I, he had war serv-
ice in the gunboat Yorktown and as naviga-
tor of the crulser Cincinnati, operating on
escort duty in the Atlantic.

After the war he served in the battleship
Alabama, had flight training at the Naval Air
Btation, Pensacola, and postgraduate instruc-
tion in aeronautical engineering at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. He
subsequently served in Torpedo Squadron 2
of the experimental carrier Langley; as as-
sembly and repair officer at the Naval Alr
Station, Hampton Roads, Va.; and in com-
mand of the crulser scouting wing and on
the staff of Commander Cruisers, Scouting
Fleet. He then had two tours of duty in the
Bureau of Aeronautics; and was commanding
officer of the Saratoga’s Bcout-Bombing
Squadron 2, and navigator and executive of-
ficer, respectively, of the carriers Lezintgon
and Enterprise,

In command of the Langley, In Manila
Bay, at the outbreak of World War II, he was
transferred in January 1942 to the staff of
the Commander in Chief, Asiatic Fleet. For
exceptionally meritorious service as com-
mander of the combined operation center of
the Allied-American, British, Dutch, and
Australian air command, he was awarded the
United States Army’s Distinguished Service
Medal.

In 1942 he had 8 months' duty as air officer
for Commander Western Sea Frontier, then
commanded the new carrier Lezington, which
was awarded the Presidential Unit Citation
for herolsm in Gilbert and Marshall Islands
operations in 1943. He was awarded the
Silver Star Medal for conspicuous gallantry
and intrepidity in action against enemy Jap-
anese-held islands * * * from September to
December 1943. He later commanded Car-
rier Division 24, and was awarded the Navy
Cross twice, the Legion of Merit (three
awards), and has the ribbon for the Presi-
dential Unit Citation to his flagship, the
Natoma Bay.

He was chief of the Naval Air Technical
Training Command from May 1945 to Decem=
ber 1948, after which he served successively
as Commander Alr Force, Atlantic Fleet, and
Commander 2d Fleet. Since July 10, 1953,
he has been commander in chief, Pacific and
United States Pacific Fleet, with headquar=-
ters at Pearl Harbor, T. H.

FPERSONAL DATA

Date and place of birth: Parkersburg,
W. Va.; December 15, 1894.

Parents: John Sutton and Lily Ragwell
(Budwell) Stump.

Wife's name and date of marriage: Frances
Elizabeth Smith; August 11, 1937.

Children: Felix B., Jr., and Frances Stump.

Education: Werntz Preparatory BSchool,
Annapolis, Md.; United States Naval Acad-
emy, Annapolis, Md., 1817; Flight Tralning,
Pensacola, Fla., 1920; Post Graduate School
and Massachusetts Institute of Technology
(M. 8., aeronautical engineering, 1923).

PROMOTIONS

Midshipman, June 26, 1913.

Ensign, March 30, 1917.

Lieutenant (jg.), March 30, 1920.

Lieutenant, July 1, 1920,

Lieutenant commander, October 7, 1927,

Commander, June 30, 1937.

Captain, June 30, 1942,

Rear admiral (T), March 30, 1944,

Rear admiral, August 7, 1947, to rank from
May 16, 1943.

Rear admiral, upper half, July 1, 1948.

Designated commander, Air Force, Atlantic
Fleet, rank vice admiral, December 3, 1948,

Admiral, June 27, 1953.

DECORATIONS AND MEDALS

Navy Cross with one gold star.

Distinguished Service Medal (Army).

Silver Star Medal.

Legion of Merit Medal (Combat “V”) with
two gold stars.
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Presidential Unit Citation (U. 8. 8. Lex-
ington).

Presidential Unit Citation (U. 8. 8. Na-
toma Bay).

World War I Victory Medal, Escort Clasp.

American Defense Service Medal, Fleet
Clasp.
American Campalgn Medal.

Asiatic-Pacific Campaign Medal with four
bronze stars.

World War II Victory Medal.

National Defense Service Medal.

Philippine Liberation Ribbon with two
bronze stars.

CITATIONS

Navy Cross: “For extraordinary heroism
as commander task unit 77.4.2, while those
six escort carriers were engaged in furnish-
ing aerial support to our amphibious at-
tack groups landing troops on the shores
of Leyte Gulf, Philippine Islands, from
October 18 to 29, 1944. With his task unit
under almost continuous attack by enemy
aircraft and suicide dive bombers during the
battle off Samar Island on October 25, he
continued to direct repeated aerial strikes
against the Japanese fleet approaching
Leyte Gulf and * * * contributed in large
measure to the sinking of several hostile
ships and the infliction of extensive and
costly damage on numerous others.”

Gold Star in lieu of a second Navy Cross:
“For extraordinary herolsm during the as-
sault and amphibious occupation of Min-
doro, Philippine Islands, from December 12
to 17, 1944 * * * Rear Admiral Stump af-
forded excellent air cover for two widely
separated convoys and a covering group of
battleships, cruisers, and destroyers, and in
addition, located and launched destructive
attacks against nearby Japanese airfields.
In the course of these operations 67 enemy
planes were definitely destroyed and 11
probably destroyed with a loss of only 8 of
our planes.”

United States Army’s Distingulshed Service
Medal: *“For exceptionally meritorious and
distinguished service in a position of great
responsibility as commander of the combined
operation center of the Allied-American,
British, Dutch, and Australian Air Com-
mand and of the Joint American, British,
Dutch, and Australian High Command, * * *
His tactful liaison contributed greatly to the
maintenance of the closest cooperation in
the maximum operation efliciency of com-
bined allied forces. Under his direct super-
vision the combined operation center of the
Allied Command was rapidly organized in
Java and efliclently operated despite the im-
minent danger and difficulties resulting from
the ruthless and devastating attacks of the
numerically superior enemy forces in their
impending invasion.”

Bllver Star Medal: “For conspicuous gal-
lantry and intrepidity * * * in action against
enemy Japanese-held Tarawa, Apamama,
Wake, Mille, and KEwajalein, from September
18 to December 5, 1943 * * * (he) engaged
in sustained offensive operations against the
enemy during the assault on these strategic
Japanese bases in the central Pacific area,
and when the Lerington was hit and dam-
aged by an enemy torpedo bomber on the
night of December 4-5, he boldly fought off
persistent aerial attacks for more than 2
hours before he retired from the combat
area.”

Leglon of Merit: “For exceptlionally meri-
torious conduct * * * as commander of a
carrier air support group, during operations
against enemy Japanese forces in the Marl-
anas Ielands from June 14 to August 1, 1944,
* % % (Ha) conducted well-coordinated
bombing and strafing missions, antisubma-
rine and combat alr patrols in support of the
amphibious landings in this area. By his
efficient organization and manipulation of
escort carriers during their many aggressive
missions, (he) contributed materially to the
successful Marianas campaign.”
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Gold Star in lieu of a second Legion of
Merit: “For exceptionally meritorious con-
duct * * * as escort carrler division com-
mander and escort carrler task unit com-
mander in action against enemy Japanese
forces at Okinawa, Ryukyu Islands, April and
May 1845. (He) contributed immeasurably
to the repeated success of his forces and to
the consistent high standard of carrier-based
operations. * * * He led his carrier task unit
as air support for ground forces on Okinawa
in a total of 3,999 daring neutralization
strikes, thereby inflicting extensive damage
on vital enemy airfields, small craft and in-
stallations and destroylng 52 airborne and 39
grounded craft.”

Gold Star in lHeu of a third Leglon of
Merit: “For outstanding services during the
invasion of Japanese-held Luzon, Philippine
Islands, from January 1 to 17, 1845. Al-
though only 4 of the 6 carrlers under his
command were available for flight commit-
ments on January 4 and 5, (he) skillfully
coordinated operations to meet a full sched-
ule, directing his unit in inflicting exceed-
ingly heavy damage upon the enemy in prep-
aration for the invasion and after troops had
landed.”

CHRONOLOGICAL TRANSCRIPT OF SERVICE

April 1917-December 1917: U. 8. 8. York=-
town.

December 1917-May 19818: U, 8. 8. Cincin-
nati.

May 1918-April 1919: U. 8. 8. Cincinnati
(navigator).

May 1919-August 1919: U, 8. 8. Alabama,

September 1919—July 1920: Naval Air Sta-
tion, Pensacola, Fla. (flight training).

July 1920-December 1920: U, 8. 8. Harding.

December 1920-April 1922: Naval Air Sta-
tion, Hampton Roads, Va. (instruction).

June 1822-October 1924: Instruction, Pg
School and MIT (aero engineer).

December 1924-June 1927: Aircraft Squad-
ron, Battle Fleet.

June 1927-September 1930: Naval Air Sta-
tion, Naval Operating Base, Hampton Roads,
Va.

September 1930-July 1931: V38 Squadron
NINE-S Aircraft Squadrons, Scouting Fleet
(commanding) .

July 1831-June 1832: VS Squadron TEN-S,
Cruisers, Scouting Force (commanding).

July 1932-June 1934: Bureau of Aero-
nautics, Navy Department.

June 1834-June 1936:
TWO-B (commanding).

June 1936-August 1937: U. 8. 8. Lezington
(navigator).

August 1937-May 1040: Bureau of Aero-
nautics, Navy Department.

June 1940-June 1941: U. 8., 8. Enlerprise
(executive officer).

September 1941-January 1042:
Langley (commanding) .

January 1942-March 1842:
(staff).

April 1942-November 1942: Western Sea
Frontier (air officer).

December 1942-April 1844: U. 8. 8. Lezing-
ton (commanding).

May 1944-June 1945: Carrier Division 24
(commanding).

June 19045-November 1948: Chief, Naval
Air Technical Training, Chicago, Ill.; Pensa-
cola, Fla.; and Memphis, Tenn.

December 1948-March 1851: Air Force
United States Atlantle Fleet (commanding).

April 11, 1951-June 30, 1953: Commander,
Second Fleet.

VS Squadron

U. 8. 8.

Asiatic Fleet

July 10, 1953-present: Commander in
chief, Pacific and United States Pacific
Fleet.

IF CONGRESS SURRENDERS—FAIL-~-
URE TO ACT ON SENATE BILL
2646

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, the
New York Daily News of Monday, June
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16, carries a lead editorial entitled “If
Congress Surrenders,” which takes a
very dim view of what it considers to
be the sidetracking of Senate bill 26486.

Because I think all Senators will be
interested in the reaction indicated by
the editorial, I ask unanimous consent
that it be printed at this point in the
ReEecorp, as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

IFr CONGRESS SURRENDERS

It begins to look as If Congress—the cur-
rent 85th Congress, that is, which expires
at the year's end—has decided to put up
no further fight against the Earl Warren
Supreme Court's numerous kindnesses to
Communists, attacks on the powers of Con-
gressional investigating committees, and in-
vasions of States rights and the crime-com-
bating powers of police.

The Butler-Jenner bill, frequently dis-
cussed in this space, was approved weeks
ago by the Senate Judiclary Committee—
meaning it is eligible for debate and vote
in the full Senate at any time,

Yet the Senate's Democratic policy com-
mittee in its wisdom has kept the bill from
being called up for action, on the plea
that more important legislation is before
Congress and a long Butler-Jenner debate
would only gum things up. TUnless the
bill is called up by mid-June, which is
right now, the chance that it will be dis-
cussed at this session of Congress is slim.

If you ask us, the Democratic policy com-
mittee has been guilty of an unpatriotic
sidestepping of its duty, because the future
of the Nation is endangered by the
the Warren court has been doing to United
States rights and practices ever since Earl
Warren became Chief Justice by appoint-
ment of President Eisenhower in 1953,

What these nine men (most of them poorly
qualified to sit on the Nation’s highest
bench) have done for the criminal Com-
munist conspiracy is well known.

COMMIES AIDED, RAPIST LIBERATED

They have knocked over 42 States anti-
sedition laws, gutted the Smith Antisubver-
sive Act of 1940, made what the late Senator
Joseph R, MeCarthy called fifth amendment
Communists eligible to practice law in any
State, and sprung dozens of Reds from jail
or the threat of jail.

The net result of the long string of pro-
Communist decisions is that it is harder
than ever before for the Government to com-
bat the Red conspiracy to overthrow that
same Government and make slaves of all
Americans except Reds.

We doubt that any of the learned Jus-
tices are personally in favor of rape. But
in the notorious Mallory decision, a con-
fessed and convicted Washington, D. C,,
rapist was turned loose by the Warren Court
because the police had held him for 7
hours’ conversation with them prior to his
arraignment before a magistrate.

By this decision, the Warren Court con-
fused and bemused police and prosecutors
all over the country, and enabled gangsters
and other hardened criminals to thumb their
noses frequently at the law. Associate Jus=
tice Felix Frankfurter, by the way, referred
to the above-mentioned convicted rapist as
just “a 19-year-old lad.” At last report, the
lad was golng around Washington free to
rape again,

These are only a few samples of the
things done to the American system by the
collection of theorists, soclologists, and po-
litical hacks who make up a majority of to-
day’s Supreme Court Justices.

BUTLER-JENNER COURT CURBS

The Butler-Jenner bill aims to restrain

this group in four ways. It would (1) put
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“the teeth back into the Smith Act, (2) for-
bid the Court to tell States whom they may
and may not admit to the bar, (3) restore
the 42 State anti-sedition laws which the
Earl Warren Court rubbed out for all prac-
‘tlecal purposes, and (4) make the Court stop
prescribing conditions under which Congres-
‘sional Investigating committees can investi-
-gate.
ga'rhls. it seems to us, s the very least that
ought to do as regards clipping
‘Warren's and his colleagues’ claws.

Yet the Butler-Jenner bill's misfortunes
to date indicate that Congress lacks the
backbone to stand up and fight the Warren
Court. Is it possible that Congress is over-
loaded with lawyers who suffer from a mix-
ture of exaggerated respect for and plain fear
of these nine men?

By falling to debate the Butler-Jenner bill
at this session, Congress would simply en-
courage the Warren Court to continue and
broaden its offensive against American
rights, privileges, liberties, and customs. If
the people's elected representatives have no
courage, how can the people be saved from
judges bent on making laws rather than in-
terpreting existing laws?

And why should the people vote for any
candidate for House or Senate who is known
to be a coward in this respect?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING FRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr., MANSFIELD. Mr. Fresident, I
ask unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR UNFINISHED BUSINESS
TO BE LAID BEFORE THE SENATE
AT CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that when the

morning business is concluded the unfin-

ished business be laid before the Senate,
The ACTING FRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
Is there further morning business?

COTTON ACREAGE

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, in the
morning hour, I ask unanimous consent
that I may speak for 7T minutes on the
subject of cotton acreage.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem=-
pore. Is there objection? Without ob-
jection, the Senator from Mississippi may
proceed.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, since
the calendar year 1953, under acreage
controls our cotton farmers have sus-
tained a severe and drastic 40 percent
reduction in cotton acreage. With a 28.3
million planted acreage in 1953, our na-
tional cotton allotment has now dropped
to 17.4 million acres.

Under a provision of the 1956 farm bill,
cotton acreage was frozen at the 1956
level for the calendar years 1957 and
1958. This was an effective stopgap
measure. However, without new legisla-
tion at this session, cotton acreage will be
cut an additional 20 percent for the
calendar year 1959. Such g reduction
can mean only disaster to large numbers
of cotton farm families who cannot pos-
sibly survive further acreage cuts.
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Mr. President, T have in my hand a
table prepared by the Department of
Agriculture which shows the size of al-
lotments which were set for farms, the
percentage of farms by size allotment,
and the number of farms by size allot-
ment. I ask unanimous consent that
the table be printed in the Recorp at this
point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

Tapre A —Estimated farms in United States
with cotton allotments according to size

of allotments, 19561

Number
of farms
by size

allotment| allotment

Bize of allotment

37.4 354, 576

35.0 337, 510

13. 4 127,040

59 65, 936

5.0 47, 403

2.7 25, 598

Total, United States_ ... 100. 0 948, 063

1 Estimated by Cotton Division, C88 (Notice CN-
108}, USDA.

Mr, STENNIS. Thus we see that 73
percent of all cotton farms in the Nation
are already cut to an allotment of less
than 15 acres.

I desire to give a few further brief
figures, Mr. President. The average 5-
acre cotton farmer does well to produce
five bales of cofton thereon. He will
realize a profit of from $250 to $300 on
this cotton whieh is his “cash crop.” He
will grow most of his food, and with some
other source of income will manage to
make a living. But if his cotton acreage
is cut further, even though he may own
the place, he is forced off the land and
from his home.

PRODUCTION COSTS

For a better understanding of the cost
of production of small farmers, I quote
from the United States Department of
Agriculfure publication, Farm Costs and
Returns, 1956. Here are the key costs
and refurns figures for a typical cotton
farmer with 12 acres of cotton in the
delta area of Mississippi for the 1956
Crop year.

I ask unanimous ccnsent that the
table be printed in the Recorp at this
point as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

Cotton farm (small, delta)—Costs and

returns, 1956

Land in farm (acreage)-_-___._. 57
Cropland harvested (acreage)._.. 33
Crops harvested :
Cotton acreage. 12
COrn RCTeARe. .- oo oo 7
Boybeans acreage____ - ——-= - i |
Hiy acreage. ... - . ... 3
—_—
Total THrm capital. oo oo . $11, 460. 00
ORal fecalpts____ . = 3, 169. 00
Cash expenditures. oo ooeaooa —2, 132. 00
Net cash farm income.... 1,037.00
Additional income 500. 00
Change In Inventory_ - ——---——= <123. 00
Net farm income. . .o.e--o 1,666.00
Charge for capital..eeeeee =—647.00

June 2

Cotton farm (small, delta)—Costs and
returns, 1956—Continued

Return to operator and family

labor £1,013.00
Purchasing power of family labor,
193741 dollars. . e eeeeeemee 447. 00

Return per hour in current dol-

7y e e e L 4 .41

(Source: Excerpts from Farm Costs and
Returns, 1956).

(USDA Agricultural Information Bulletin
No. 176, June 1957.)

Mr. STENNIS. It is mandatory that
the Congress take notice of this threat-
ened major disaster immediately, and
that the necessary legislation be passed
to avoid it. No relief program is re-
quired, and I do not call for any give-
away or handout. The situation can be
met, at least partly, with simple legisla-
tion providing for freezing cotton acre-
age at least at the 1958 level.

This is not a political question. It is
a serious, major national problem. The
future of many of our people is at stake.
It is not a sectional or a geographical
problem, although the problem is far
more serious in the Midsouth and the
Southeastern States than -elsewhere.
The extreme hardships suffered there
from drastic acreage cuts is greater
than elsewhere. We cannot stand fur-
ther acreage reductions.

The latest available figures indicate
that in the 16 major cotton-producing
States there are a total of 863,200 cotton
farms and a total of 4,051,300 people who
live on these farms, depending on cotton
farming as a way of life. The actual
survival and future of these families de-
pend in a great measure upon what is
done about cotton acreage allotments.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at
this point in my remarks another table,
showing the estimated number of farms
growing cotton and the estimated cotton
farm population by States.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

TaBLE B.—Table showing estimated mumber
Jarms growing cotton and estimated cot=
ton farm population by States

[In thousands)

Estimated | Estimated
farms population

State growing | on farms

cotton, Erowing
10954 cotton, 1954
Alal 106, 6 506, 4
Arizona____ 27 21.9
Arkanzas.... 67. 8 dLe
California. .. 1.8 48.0
Florida 5.6 25.2
[y A S e L S R 0.0 410.8
Louisiana._ . - 51.3 251.4
Mississippi 1563 6721
issourl. . - 18.7 5.8
Now Moxleo- - iiiiio o 3.4 20. 4
North Carolina_ 7.3 304. 2
OkIahomsa. 2 26. 8 109. 9
Eouth Carolina.__ 6.1 410.9
Tennessee 56. 4 200, 8
T e e el 126.0 520.2
WL = o e 4.4 23.3
Total, 16 States. . ceeaca- 863. 2 4,081 4

NoTE.—The above table is ealculated on basis of U. 8.
Census figures, 1954,

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, it is
evident from this table that 98.1 percent
of the farm units are in the Midsouth
and the southeastern part of the Nation.
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In the same area we find 97.7 percent of
the cotton-farm population.

I emphasize that fact, because it is in
this area where the people live on the
land and where the making of a cotton
crop, even though it may be small, is the
major source of their income—their cash
income—and in many instances it is al-
most the sol> source of their cash in-
come.
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Mr. President, I have in my hand an-
other table which will give the Senate
information as to the number of farms
producing cotton, State by State, broken
down as to size of cotton allotments. I
ask unanimous consent to have the table
printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

TasLe C.—Upland cotton: Estimated percent of total farms with allolments according lo
size groups, 1956 1

Percent of farms receiving allotments of—
Total
Btate number 5 to 15 to 30 to 50 to 100 500 1,000
of farms [0 to 49| 149 20,9 490.9 9.9 to to acres
acres | acres | acres | acres | acres | 4999 | 099.9 and
acres | acres? | over?
R e e et 117, 726 46. 4 42.5 7.4 21
Arizona 7 3, 634 4.6 18.1 17.8 15.1
Arl 61, 830 2.6 44. 5 16.9 6.1
California 14,416 6. 5 3L 4 2.7 0.0
Florida. A 8, 324 72.9 246 L6 .8
Georgia. 85, 203 41. 5 42,1 10. 5 3.3
Illinois... - 457 63.0 30. 4 4.4 2.2
BNSAS. . ... 4 50.0 1 2 Tl Al il
PV s A R B LSS 1,078 8lL.6 1.9 2.8 3.7
Louisi 46, 626 30.2 44.4 9.7 3.0 A
T ET T R RS ) [y PRI R 115 ) |l
i i 112,128 47.8 35.8 8.5 2.6 2.0
M issonri 16,222 24. 4 36.1 215 8.2 6.7
Nevada Ilsa i i IR Ry o A
New Mexico 5, 617 14.6 32.3 21.8 12.9 3.6
North Carolina 87, 110 70. 6 23.2 4.4 1.2 B
Oklahoma 15.2 46.3 211 10.6 6.0
South Caroli b61. 6 34.4 8.6 3.0 1.8
Te 61.9 34.1 9.0 2.8 15
Toexas. 0.1 20.4 24.6 14.4 14.2
Virginia_ 90.7 8.2 30 O] SO I 0 e T
United States total. oaeaoeo-.| 948,063 37.4 85.6 13.4 59 5.0 248 1 0
1 Estimated number of farms in each size group based on a tabulation of a 10-percent sample of old cotton farms

for which 1958 allotments were originally established prepared in accordance with specifie instructions issued by

the Cotton Division C88 (Notice CN-108).

The sample does not take into account subsequent changes in farm

allotments due to correctlons, reconstitution of farms, ete.
# Because of the small number of farms in these size groups, a 10-percent sample of farms may not provide a basis
for determining a reliable estimate for the State of the number of farms in these 2 groups.

Mr. STENNIS. These charts show that
we are not dealing with theories, but
with human beings. They are our people.
This large group are directly concerned.
They actually live on their farms and
make their living growing cotton. Their
fate depends directly on what we, the
Congress, do in meeting this national
problem. We must not ignore their
plight.

This is the one group in our Nation’s
history who have been truly independent
and self-sustaining. They do not expect,
nor are they asking for any handout.
To the contrary, they ask only for a
chance to remain on their land and to
make a living. They must have this
chance.

This group, Mr. President, has no un-
employment compensation. It has no
program which reaches out and sustains
them. These people ask for the Ameri-
can privilege of living on and working
on their land and making their own
living.

Some of the proposals for new legisla-
tion now pending provide for the sched-
uled 1959 cotton acreage cuts to go into
effect, but with the additional proviso
that each producer who would agree to a
lower level of price support would then
receive a bonus in acreage.

If acreage above the 1958 allotments is
needed for a sound cotton economy, then
all producers should share alike in this
additional acreage. If we are to present
a choiece plan to the farmer, then it must
be a real choice.

This is fair, just, and right.

Any plan that takes acres away from
one farmer and gives them to another
is not a real choice. We must start with
the basic premise that no farmer will be
forced to take a cut in his present acreage
allotment.

Any plan for a generous increase in
acres for some producers will only run up
our cotton surplus within a year or two,
and thus depress the price, and reduce
the acreage allotments in future years.
Thus, under such a plan, all cotton pro-
ducers—both large and small—will lose
in the long run.

Mr. President, I am not one of those
who feel it is impossible to enact a law
preserving our present coftton acreage
because some individuals or groups may
be opposed.

Differences of opinion among farm
groups must not deter us from an all-out
effort to pass legislation which will avoid
scheduled acreage reductions in 1959, at
the same time provide a plan which is
fair to all producers.

Nor should we be deterred because the
Department of Agriculture does not
agree to this proposed legislation at this
point.

First, we must determine what is fair
and right, and work to that end.

I am fully satisfied that the only fair
and just way to meet this situation is to
let all producers share equally in any
acreage increase, as well as share
equally in any decrease in price support.
Specifically, I propose that the 1958 acre-
age allotments be continued, with the
guarantee that all producers will receive
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the same allotments as in 1958. To get
this provision enacted, if necessary, I
would agree to a reasonable lowering of
the price support.

If it is proven that acreage over and
above the 1958 allotment is necessary for
a sound cotton economy, then let this
additional acreage be shared by all pro-
ducers on the basis of their present al-
lotments, Any decrease in price-support
levels, if necessary, should also be shared
equally by all producers.

Certainly the views of all groups are
invited and must be fully considered.

But after all, Mr. President, the only
ones who have the power to do anything
about our cotton acreage problem for
1959 and the years thereafter are the
Members of the House, the Members of
the Senate and the President of the
United States. It is our direct responsi-
bility. Our people are looking to us to
find a solution. They expect of us our
very best efforts, and rightfully so, be-
cause they have entrusted us with the
power to act for them.,

We have the facts. It is our respon-
sibility to use these facts in our efforts
to obtain results.

I make these proposals:

First. That we continue our efforts and
personally confer with every Member of
the House and every Member of the Sen-
ate who is not fully familiar with the ser-
iousness of our problem. Let them know
the tremendous burden which will be in-
flicted on our people, as well as on the
economy of the entire Nation, unless
Tomet.hing is done to relieve the prob-

em.

Once our colleagues know the facts
and know of the personal hardships that
will be endured by such a large group of
our people, I believe the great majority
will respond and cooperate in the passage
of needed legislation.

Second. That a small committee of
Members of the Congress from the af-
fected area, who are thoroughly familiar
with the plight of our cotton farmers,
present this problem directly to the
President of the United States in a per-
sonal conference. They should sit down
with him and discuss the entire situation
frankly and fully, so that he may under-
stand, as we do, that no real alternative
exists.

This is not a matter of going over Mr.
Benson’s head. It is a question of pre-
senting the distressing situation of our
people to the one man in the executive
branch of the Government who must give
the final “yes” or “no.” It is a matter of
having the problem explained to him by
those who know it best, the ones who
live with it.

I am thinking in terms of a quiet dis-
cussion of this serious problem with the
President by a very few leaders in the
Congress in responsible positions who
know the problem fully. Naturally, I
would think of the Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. ELLenpER] and Representative
CooLey, of North Carolina, chairmen, re-
spectively, of the Senate and House
committees which deal with agriculture.

I also have in mind the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. RusserLn]. The Senator
from Georgia was a Member of the Sen-
ate in the days before there was a farm
program. He has taken an active part
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in the enactment of every single phase
‘of the present farm program. The men-
tion of these names does not exclude
others. We have many men who are
eminently qualified to present this spe-
cial problem to the President.

An error we have made in the past
has been our failure to bring to the per-
sonal attention of the President the full
facts on special major problems affect-
ing millions of people. The President
has evidenced his concern in such major
problems by his personal visits to the
flooded areas of the West and his visits
to the drought-stricken areas in years

ast. 5

3 Certainly, there is impending for 1959
.a severe ‘“‘drought” of cotton acres which
will directly affect 4 million people with
.distressing results.
. I believe such a mission will be success-
ful and that it should be undertaken.
Once he has the faets, I believe the Pres-
ident will sweep aside faney theories and
extend this urgently needed relief.

One further word:

We are dealing with the problems and
the livelihood of millions of our farm
‘people. But this does not hegin to tell
the full story. -If our cotton farmers are
forced to take further acreage cuts, in
any amount, then the entire economy of
the Nation will suffer.

Any further acreage reduction, caus-
ing reduced farm activity as well as re-
duced farm income, will drive many of
our farmers from the land. Not only
will the farmer himself be destroyed,
but we will destroy the trade and traffic
in all farm supplies, including seed, fer-
tilizer, machinery, fuel, labor, ginning
and other processing operations.

Many more of our small communities
will disappear completely.

Further acreage cuts will be the mortal
blow.

If any more of our people are forced to
Jleave their land and drift away to towns
and cities, there to join the swelling
ranks of the unemployed, only disastrous
results can follow.

My remarks have been directed solely
to the acute and distressing situation as
to cotton acreage, and the even greater
distress and disaster that will come in
1959 unless we pass favorable legislation
at this session. I am not unmindful,
however, of the problems which face
other basic commodities, and stand ready
to take up the cudgel in behalf of needed
legislation.

And now a brief summary:

First. Cotton-acreage allotments have
-already been reduced to the minimum
from the standpoint of the individual as
well as the economy of the community.

Second. Unless legislation is passed at
this session present acreage allotments
will be automatically reduced by ap-
.:l};ggimately an additional 20 percent for

Third. We must avoid any further
acreage cuts. All producers must be as-
sured of at least their present acreage
allotments. If a moderately lower price-
support level is necessary to avoid this
acreage loss, we could yield some on this
point.

Fourth. If additional acreage is to be
added for 1959, all preoducers should
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share alike in the increase and on any
price-support reductions necessary.

Fifth. I recommend that a small com-
mittee, composed of a very few Members
of Congress from the affected area, con-
fer informally with the President and
advise him fully as to the problem and
the consequences if something is not done
immediately to solve this problem. Such
a mission has much chance to bring fruit
and it should be undertaken.

I make this personal appeal to every
Member of the Senate:

This question of cotton-acreage allot-
ments is not solely an economic ques-
tion. It is both an economic and a so-
cial question. It directly affects almost
a million families, over four million peo-
ple. I ask every Member of Congress to
withhold final judgment on this matter
until all the relevant facts are made
clear. These farmers represent a large
segment of our remaining independent
self-supporting, nonregimented Ameri-
can citizens. Our family farmers should
not be liquidated by Congressional act.
This is happening now, and we must
adopt new cotton legislation during this
session to turn the tide. We must pre-
serve the future of these millions of peo-
ple who live on the farm, and at the
same time preserve a sound economy for
the Nation.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Mississippi yield?

The @ PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CrurcH in the chair). Does the Sena-
tor from Mississippi yield to the Senator
from Texas?

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Texas.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
I commend the distinguished Senator
from Mississippi for bringing this matter
to the attention of the Senate in such a
forceful manner. Representing, in part,
as I do, a State which produces more
cotton than any other State—cotton
being the second largest producer of in-
come to my State—a State with more
farm families and more families engaged
in cotton farming than any other State,
I am appreciative of the great leadership
offered by the Senator from Mississippi.
I hope the Senate will listen carefully
to the words of this outstanding agri-
cultural authority in the Senate and
that we shall move, with him, to try to
preserve the agricultural production of
the Nation, particularly the cotton pro-
duction.

In the history of the United States for
given periods of time cotton was the
item which brought in the most income
for the whole United States of America.
Our historie position as a great pro-
ducer of cotton should not, in my opin-
ion, be frittered away by unwise regu-
lations made by those wholly unfamiliar
with the problems of the cotton growing
segment.of our population.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
very much for his extremely generous
words and for his interest in this sub-
ject. I know the Senator from Texas
has worked diligently on the matter and
is making a very fine contribution in
the seeking of a solution to the problem.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

June 24

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR JOHNSON
OF TEXAS

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, as
this tense and eventful session of Con-
gress nears an end, the majority leader
of the Senate encounters innumerable
difficulties in trying to ameliorate and
adjust all the points of view under his
command. A thoughtful and under-
standing article about the Senate's able
majority leader, LynpoN B. JouNsoN, of
Texas, was published in the Washington
Evening Star of June 13, 1958, by the
distinguished syndicated columnist Wil-
liam S. White, a winner of the Pulitzer
prize for biography. I ask unanimous
consent that this column by William S.
White, entitled “Jonnsow, the Ablest
Leader,” be printed in the body of the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

JoHNSON, THE ABLEST LEADER—TEXAS DEMO-
CRAT VIEWED AS HAVING STRIKES AGAINST
HIiM ON PRESIDENCY

(By William S. White)

On the plain test of getting things done,
Lynoon B. JoHNsSON, of Texas, is the ablest
Senate majority leader in many decades.
This is the reluctant estimate even of those
who do not llke him, his ldeas or policles.

As a man, Senator JoHNSON is at times a
hard-as-nails handful. Like most brilllant
people, he suffers fools only in excessively
frank, eye-rolling pain and impatience. He
has great practicality, and again great senti-
mentality; a very demanding approach, and
again a very considerate approach.

He is, in short, a genlus in politics, or at
least in parllamentary polities. His conduct
is unpredictable in its details, and often
brusquely so. But his achievements in gen-
eral are so extraordinary as to make him, if
this one measure be used, almost unarguably
the outstanding Democrat in the ecountry
today.

In his forum and in his field—that is, in
the Senate and in legislation—he could mas-
ter any half dozen of his rivals all at once
without ralsing any great sweat.

He could never do this by speaking; he is
an indifferent orator—but a good listener
when he wants to be. He could do it—and
many times has—through his peculiar talent
of personal negotiation and persuasion.

It is an almost indescribable kind of per-
suasion in which Senator JoHwson is per-
fectly capable of having his way, either by
cajoling the person with whom he is deal-
‘ing or by simply ordering him, in a way both
pointblank and kindly, to do as he is told.

To have a face-to-face go-round with him
at the top of his form is to undergo a dizay-
ing series of personal experiences. Miss
Mary McGrory of the Washington Star has
coined for this process the ferm “the
Lyndon Johnson A treatment." It must be
experienced to be appreciated; it is no good
trying to illustrate it.

But it is possible to say with some con-
fidence that if Senator Jounson ever should
meet Nikita Ehrushehev, say, ordinary
charity would require a small sigh of half-
compassion for a hapless Russlan.

Through the *“A treatment,” or lesser
variations of it, Senator Jounson has solidi-
fied the Democratie party in the Senate into
an organism of massive power where it
used to be a collection of competing bloes.

Most any leader can sell his plans and
purposes if, like a door-to-door salesman,
he cuts his prices on demand. But the
Senator never cuts his prices. More likely,
he coolly raises them—and the other fellow
somehow feels, all the same, that he is get-
ting the better of it.
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Thus, Senator JoHNsoN has Democratic
isolationists voting for foreign aid, and deep
southern Senators accepting civil rights
bills.

It is this very success, however, that
brings to him most of the criticism that
comes from advanced Democratic liberals.
They put him down as a crass “operator”—
and then call for his help on their own de-
slgns. They suggest that he lacks political
conviction.

He was an early protege of Franklin D.
Roosevelt and some of his intimate friends
are old Roosevelt New Deal liberals—men
like Tom Corcoran, Ben Cchen, Abe Fortas,
and James Rowe, Jr.

Most of the newer Democratic liberals are
far from the Johnson camp. But many of
the older liberals—the Rowes, Corcorans, and
s0 on—entirely understand his operating
premise. This is that attitudes of fight,
fight, fight don't carry you very far unless
you have the troops—and that you can't
keep enough troops without compromise
sometimes.

Deeply sensitive to every form of criticism,
Senator JoHNsoN Is excessively sensitive to it
from any liberal source. It is a state of
mind that is not helped by his awareness of
the fact that he has been of more practical
service to some liberal causes—public power
and public housing among them—than have
most of his detractors put together.

And as a pro he has none of the emotional
approach of most of the advanced liberals.
They think in visions of crusades; Senator
JoHNsoN thinks in terms of votes. They see
him as a straddler. He sees them as shrilly
ins upon the impossible rather than
sensibly settling for the possible.

Senator JoHNsON, a tall, rangy man with
a ranch background, is far more western
than southern. Nevertheless, Texas is his-
torically a Confederate State. This fact
powerfully works against the possibility that
the Democratic Convention of 1860 would
ever give him what he insists—sometimes
with loud, unprintable Texanisms—he does
not want anyhow: The Presidential nomina-
tion. ’

Too, he is popularly identified—though to
an exaggerated degree, as it happens—with
the Texas oil and gas millionaires. And in
10556 he suffered a heart attack. Finally,
there is no guaranty, of course, that his legis-
lative skill could be translated into the ad-
ministrative skill needed in the White House.

ARE WE SWATTING FLIES OR
DRAINING THE SWAMP IN THE
SHERMAN ADAMS CASE?

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may ad-
dress the Senate for not to exceed 15
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
believe it is time to place in perspective
the episode involving Sherman Adams.

I believe that, in the context of modern
American politics, Sherman Adams is
only the latest scapegoat—Ilike Col. Harry
Vaughn before him—for a national
course of conduct which has become
commonplace and accepted in this coun-
try.

Sherman Adams is the viectim of a sys-
tem under which the spending of large
sums of money on politics and politicians
is virtually taken for granted among sub-
stantial segments of our society. He
may not have been an innocent victim.
I do not condone his conduet. But I
think we should be honest and realistic
in appraising it.

CIV——T556
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After all, it is not so long ago that the
acceptance by a prominent politician of
an $18,000 expense fund from real-estate
and oil operators was turned into a per-
sonal triumph over a nationally broad-
cast television program. Do the gifts to
Sherman Adams, about which we have
heard so much, add up to a fraction of
$18,000?

What is our premise about the obliga-
tions that are attached to gifts? Do we
criticize Mr. Adams because he sought
information from regulafory agencies in
cases invelving his friend, Mr. Goldfine,
or do we criticize him because he ac-
cepted gifts and hotel suites from Mr.
Goldfine?

When Sherman Adams committed his
errors of judgment in doing favors for
his friend, the public is being left to infer
that he did this because of Mr. Goldfine's
vicuna coats and hotel suites. Yet is
Sherman Adams any more indebted to
Mr. Goldfine for gifts than a man who
sits in the Senate or in a governor’s chair
is indebted to those who collected $100,-
000 from big-business men or from trade=-
union political-education funds to pay
for his campaign expenses?

Is Sherman Adams, with his $2,400 rug
and $700 vicuna cloth-coat more obli-
gated to render unethical favors than is a
Member of Congress who is dependent
every few years on 20 times that amount
from bankers, natural-gas and private-
utility owners, and distillery executives
to finance his billboards and radio and
TV shows? What is the difference be-
tween one gift and another?

What is morality in government? Was
it virtue for utility stockholders to con-
tribute enormous sums to the Eisen-
hower campaigns, and then for the Presi-
dent’s assistant, Sherman Adams, to call
the SEC to postpone a crucial hearing in
the Dixon-Yates case—but immorality
for the same Sherman Adams to inquire
from the SEC about the case of Mr. Gold-
fine, from whom he had received a $2,400
rug?

When Sherman Adams exercises the
influence of the White House on the
Department of the Interior, the Bureau
of the Budget, and the FPC to dispose
of the Hells Canyon power site to the
private-utility interests who did so much
for the Republican campaigns, is that
merely the honest execution of national
policy—but corruption if Sherman
Adams phones the FTC for his old friend
Mr. Goldfine, who had given him a vi-
cuna coat? Does this not prove the
wisdom of the old verse which goes:

The law locks up both man and woman

Who steals the goose from off the common

But lets the greater felon loose

Who steals the common from the goose.

PRESIDENT RECOGNIZES SAME FACTS

At his press conference last Wednes-
day, President Eisenhower himself was
perfectly right in drawing attention to
the contrast between really minor per-
sonal gifts and the vast funds which are
eustomarily collected to further the po-
litical careers of almeost everyone in
American politics. I spoke last Thurs-
day about my letter to the President,
in which I expressed my agreement with
him on this subject. Is this not the
only realistic context in which to dis-
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cuss the problems of money and moral=-
ity in American politics? And is this
not a context which should steer us away
from too much smugness in these re-
peated pursuits of gifts and favors
among executive leaders?

Is it morality for a Senator to col-
lect $500 or $1,000 speaking fees from
many labor unions or liberal groups
and then to oppose a Federal right-to-
work law—but immorality for Col. Harry
Vaughan at the White House to be given
a deep freeze?

Is it morality for oil and gas tycoons
to stage great benefit dinners to eollect
hundreds of thousands of dollars for the
campaigns of Members of Congress in
distant States who will vote to lift FPed-
eral control from offshore-oil deposits
or from natural-gas prices—but immo-
rality for Sherman Adams to sign a hotel
bill to the account of his friend Mu.
Goldfine?

Could it be, Mr. President, that the
taint of corruption attaches to the spe-
cific form of the benefaction, and not
to its value?

Why is it that great and unctuous
breast-beating rises in Congress when
there are tangible gifts involved, such as
rugs or hotel bills or deep freezes or
coats—mink or vicuna—but strange
silence about a $30-million campaign
exchequer to elect a President or a one-
half million dollar fund to put a Senator
in office?

Is there a feeling that the public will
understand coats and vacation trips and
household furnishings, but is indifferent
to colossal sums of money?

Surely some great historians of the
future will be perplexed by the fact that
some persons in Government during our
era encountered grave embarrassment
over the acceptance of kitchenware and
hotel accommodations, while their
brethren in high places were acclaimed
as heroes for successfully employing
campaign exchequers and personal-
expense funds that dwarfed the other
gifts in value. Could it be because a
piece of furniture is more tangible than
a bag of curreney?

Again I say, Mr. President, let us scru-
tinize the assumptions and the major
premise behind all this righteous indig-
nation. I repeaf, I am not speaking in
defense of Sherman Adams—for, what-
ever may have been his ether sins, he
has certainly been among the most self-
righteous of all with respect to the ques-
tion of ethies in government. But Sher-
man Adams’ many accusers proceed on
the premise that, having accepted a rug
and numerous hotel-bill payments, he
inevitably was in moral bondage to Mr.
Goldfine and had to do Mr. Goldfine's
bidding. Do any of these accusers con-
front the question whether, having ac-
cepted campaign funds from, for in-
stance, the automohile industry, they
must do that industry’s bidding on leg-
islative matters? Or, having accepted

campaign funds from labor, must they
do labor’s bidding when the roll is called

in Senate or House?

In none of the questions I have raised
in this brief speech am I referring fo
any individual Membher of Congress.
This is not an individual matter. Every
person in American public life is trapped
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by a system which has encouraged the
dominance of money in elections, which
has permitted or even required public
office to be placed on the auction block
like a jewelry bauble—to be carried off
by the highest bidder.

Congress has traditionally taken unto
itself the vital role of watchdog over ex-
ecutive officers. Yet is morality di-
visible? The author of the Sermon on
the Mount thought that it was not. He
laid down a prineiple of universality of
conduct which has stirred mankind ever
since. He said:

Verlly I say unto you, inasmuch as ye have
done it unto one of the least of these my
brethren, ye have done it unto me (Matthew
25, v.40).

‘WHAT MOTIVES ARE MORE IMPORTANT

Mr. President, public officials may
act honestly or meanly, in the best pub-
lic interest or on behalf of special privi-
lege. Does it make sense to assume that
in their actions they will be motivated
by insignificant personal gifts, but not
by the past or future campaign treasur-
ies upon which their power depends? To
assume this is to place the collection of a
few gadgets and luxuries as a motive of
human conduct above the ambition for
success in a public career, for national
stature, for power to affect public policy
in a measure that no coat or rug or deep
freeze can equal.

In our political system today, Mr.
President, the cost of such power and
such ambition comes high., It is hardly
to be compared with Mr. Goldfine’s oc-
cacsional largess toward his old friends.
For example, it has been estimated by
responsible scholars, and by journals of
information and public opinion, that
some $200 million was spent in 1956 to
elect public officials to high offices
throughout our Nation. Until we do
something about this, we shall be swat-
ting flies instead of draining the swamp.

REFORMS PROPOSED

I have long advocated two proposals
which I believe will ultimately be the
tests of the sincerity of Congressional
critics of Sherman Adams and such of
‘his predecessors as Colonel Vaughn—be
they on this or the other side of the
aisle.

First, there are the proposals which I
presented to the MecClellan commitiee
on lobbying and campaign expenditures,
at the time of the studies which grew
out of the attempted $2,500 campaign
contribution from natural-gas interests
to the junior Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr. Casgl. These proposals would

te the present unhealthy and un-
desirable reliance on huge privately col-
lected campaign funds by having major
essential expenditures for all Federal
candidates underwritten by the Federal
Government, as President Theodore
Roosevelt recommended to Congress as
early as 1907.

Second, there are the proposals of my
bill, 8. 3979, to apply equal conflicts-of-
interest principles to Members of Con-
gress and to executive officials and to
provide for disclosure of gifts and out-
side income.

Until Congress is willing to come to
grips with proposals such as these—
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which go to the crux of the relationship
of money to politics in America, not only
for the executive but for Congress it-
self—and until some reforms such as
these are enacted into law, rather than
languishing unheard and unnoticed in
committees, the recurring shrill denun-
ciations in cases such as that of Harry
Vaughn or Sherman Adams will, I fear,
seem insincere and hypocritical to many
thoughtful students of our public af-
fairs.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to include with my
rvremarks a thoughtful and informative
article from the Washington Post and
Times Herald of June 22, entitled “Some
Gifts Always Cost More Than Their
Price.” The author of the article, Mr.
J. R. Wiggins, executive editor of the
Washington Post, has tried to place in
perspective the gifts and presents which
are often showered on personages in pub-
lic authority and power. I commend his
cogent analysis to those who regard this
problem as something to be decided by
partisan speeches or political invective.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

There is no gift a grateful constituent can
glve a public man that will be worth as much
to him as the ability to say truthfully that
no gift was ever given him.

Sherman Adams today no doubt would be
the first to subsecribe to this view, This ad-
monitlon cught to head any manual describ-
ing the ethics of gift giving to those in public
life.

Views on the subject, however, have been
almost as many as the men who have held
public office. Most official views lle some-
where between those of Thomas Jefferson and
those of Ulysses 8. Grant.

Thomas Jefferson paid for gift of Cheshire
cheese by the pound, and turned over to the
Government the stud fees obtained from an
Arabian stalllon given him by a foreign
government. General Grant accepted almost
anything offered him, without a gualm.

Political safety clearly lies in turning down
all gifts. It Is hard to find a safe and clear
line anywhere short of that drastic and
clearly discernible prohibition.

President Eisenhower's statement of the
differences between bribes and friendly gifts
may be a fair definition legally, but, unfor-
tunately, gifts can be dangerous to public
policy in whatever friendly instincts and self-
less purposes they originate. And even gifts
can have other purposes and objects.

GRATEFUL GRANT

Gifts and not bribes, as such, fouled up
General Grant who was, by his own lights
and by many other standards, an honest man.
Of him, Parrington has said:

“He was a materialistic hero of a mate-
rialistic generation. He was dazzled by
wealth and power, and after years of bitter
poverty he eat down In the lap of luxury
with huge content. He took what the gods
sent, and If houses and fast horses and
wines and cigars were showered upon him
he accepted them as a child would accept
gifts from a falry godmother. He had had
enough of gkimping meanness; with his gen-
eration he wanted to slough off the drabness
of the frontler; he wanted the good things
of 1life that had so long been denied him, and
he was not scrupulous about looking a gift
horse in the mouth.

“He sought out the company of rich men.
He was never happier than when enjoying the
luxury of Jay Cooke’s mansion in Philadel-
phia or riding with A. T. Stewart in Central
Park. * * * He accepted gifts with both
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hands, and he seems never to have suspected
the price that would be exacted of the Presi-
dent for the presents to the general.

“He never realized how great a bill was
sent to the American people for the wine he
drank or the cigars he smoked with his
wealthy hosts; yet if the wine had been
molten gold and the cigars platinum they
would have been far cheaper.

THE FRICE OF FREE CIGARS

“In return for a few boxes of cholce Ha-
vanas, Jay Cooke lald his hands on millions
of acres of western lands for the Northern
Pacific Rallroad. It was the way of the gilded
age, and Grant was only doing what all his
friends and associates were doing. If he ac-
cepted a $50,000 house in Philadelphia, his
comrade, General Sherman, accepted a
$100,000 house in Washington. Such gifts
were not bribes; they were open and above-
board; it was a free and easy way of the times.
‘What the age was careless about is the fact
that it is hard to refuse a reasonable request
from one's fairy godmother, and what the
general never understood is that If one is
President, such a godmother is certain to be a
very dangerous member of the family.”

No, the distinction between gifts and
bribes, so far as the public risks are in-
volved, is not so easily made. Both can
menace the public welfare and the reputa-
tion of recipients—different as they may be
legally and morally.

HARD CHOICE

What is the public man to do? Citizens
of all descriptions, old friends of younger
days and utter strangers allke, press about
him, gifts in hand. They wish to honor the
office he graces. They desire to show their
good will. They seek to draw notice to
themselves. They hope to advertise a prod-
uct. They are anxious to publicize a good
cause. Perhaps some of them wish to buy
influence * * * but which ones? What is a
public man to do?

Turning down all gifts 1s not easy. The
rejection of a gift carries with it an implied
reproach to the would-be donor; it is as
much as to say that the sought-for object
is influence or bribery. Or the rejection of
a modest gift may chill the warmth which
ought to prevail between the people and
elected servants. Or a stiff and stufiy decli-
nation of an accustomed exchange between
friends may make public life a dreary affair
indeed. Worse yet, the hospitality that
would not be questioned in other circum-
stances may become as dangerous as gifts
of greater value.

Perhaps it could be safely sald, however,
that the danger varies in direct proportion
as the gift’s value varles; and in the same
degree that the donor's opportunity to
profit by favor varies. The safest gift is the
gift of no intrinsic value given by the citi-
zen who has nothing to gain from govern-
mental favor, the most dangerous, the gift
of great value from a citizen who has a
greal deal to gain as a litigant or as a sup-
plicant for governmental favor.

The danger differs, in addition, In accord-
ance with the publicity and the secrecy at-
tending the gift. Gifts by groups of citizens
and associations of firms probably are less
objectionable than gifts by individuals and
individual companies.

The White House is plagued by thousands
of gifts, more calculated to reward the
donor by publicity than to gratify the re-
cipient, and these are hardly open to the
objections that lie against gifts of other
kinds. Where they are not of great value,
however, they often are of such a com-
mercial nature that the dignity of the Gov-
ernment would be better served if they
were banned. Where they are of substantial
value they may be inappropriate on that
ground alone,

The Presidency has another sort of gift
with which to cope—that conferred by one
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head of state upon another. Most of the
time, embarrassment on this count can be
escaped by making the gift the property of
the Nation—as many of the Presidents have
done.

There is one kind of gift which surely 1s
not at all objectionable, the gift to be used
in public institutions: furniture and
chandeliers for public buildings, rugs for
public places. The White House has many
such gifts and they reflect no discredit either
on the Presidents who have received them or
the private persons who have donated them.
Here is one way of showing respect for the
office and its temporary tenant that is with-
out reproach.

Can troublesome gifts be stopped by law
or by Executive order? The idea has been
entertalned. The statutes, of course, cover
outright corruption and bribery as well as
gifts which Congress has deemed inappropri-
ate (originating with foreign governments).
Perhaps, but not all gifts to public men are
as simple and straightforward as those
Sherman Adams received.

What about the gift of soeclal standing
and prestige? How could it be outlawed?
What about the gift that may consist of
luecrative private jobs for relatives or for
friends? What about the gift which is no
more tangible than the expectation of a
soft berth after Government service—in case
of political misfortune?

Congress has at least been worrying about
its own special type of gift—the campaign
contribution—and about the favors that
Congressmen do fo reward past contributions
and recommend future ones.

Whatever laws are made or rules adopted,
in future as in the past, much no doubt
must be leit to the conscience of the public
man. Appropriate standards, in fact, may
not always be exactly the same. Each pub-
lic man helps build his public legend. His
public has a right to insist that his public
acts be in conformity with it. And he will
feel the reproaches of national opinion as
his acts are at variance with the legend, the
image that he has helped construct.

Favors extended and received by a Jimmy
Walker will not excite quite the same furor
as those extended or received by a Sherman
Adams.,

Fundamentally, In a free and democratic
society, the philosophical objection to ex-
changes of gifts between citizens and public
servants arises In the favoritism and dis-
crimination that such a relationship implies.
Each citizen, in relation to officials, ought
to stand on equal footing; but when one ap-
plicant for the attention of a public official
is a citizen who has showered him with
gifts and the other is a citizen who has given
him nothing, there is a plain danger of dis-
crimination.

Gifts, of course, are not the only things
that endanger this equality. Long acquaint-
ance, friendship, intimate association, old
school tles, blood relation, and a hundred
other aspects of life impair the ideal equal-
ity of all citizens before the laws and the
men who administer the laws.

Gifts, however, are one conspicuous and
avoidable menace to impartial administra-
tion of Government. They always will be
looked upon with suspicion and uneasiness
that rises as they increase in value to the
recipient and in proportion as the donor is
in a position to profit by favor.

There may be other public issues and con-
cerns of great importance from which at-
tention is momentarily diverted by such
excursions as those into which the Harris
committee has led the country.

This is not an unimportant matter, how-
ever. Citizens are properly conecerned with
the behavior of public men in those areas
of everyday life where the common citizen
is as good a judge of motives and purposes
as the most favored citizen.
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The people know, instinctively, that Jef-
ferson was right when he sald: “The whole
art of government consists in the art of
belng honest.” They are rightly anxious
that the practice of the art marks their
public aflairs.

Mr. NEUBERGER. In addition, the
leader of at least one major interest
group in our country has indorsed the
proposal made by Theodere Roosevelt
half a century ago and which I have em-
bodied in legislation. This man is Mr.
George Meany, president of the AFL—
CIO. In an editorial written for the
April 1956 issue of the AFL-CIO Ameri-
can Federationist, Mr. Meany asked:

Might it not therefore, be a good idea for
Congress to provide by law for Government
financing of campaigns for Federal office, as
proposed in S. 3242, a bill introduced by
Senator RicHARD NEUBERGER and cosponsored
by Senators MorsE, MurRRAY, DoUGLAS, SPARK~
MAN, MANSFIELD, LANGER and HUMPHREY ?

If Congress refused to adopt such a law,
might It not then consider limiting all cam-
paign contributions to a maximum of §1?

Mr. Meany's attitude is heartening to
me, and I ask unanimous consent that
his editorial from the American Federa-
tionist be printed in the REcorp, along
with my letter to him commenting on
the editorial, which is dated March 29,
1956.

There being no objection, the letter
and editorial were ordered to be printed
in the REcorb, as follows:

Marcu 29, 1956.
Mr. GEoRGE MEANY,
President, AFL-CIO,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. MeaNY: I was very pleased to see
your kind reference to my bill for Federal
asslstance in campaign financing in your edi-
torial in the American Federationist for
April. As you recognize In your editorial,
such a step will, in the long run, prove to be
the only effective means of freeing our politi-
cal parties and their candidates for public
office from their present unhealthy reliance
on vast private campalgn funds.

In spite of efforts which are continually
made to shift attentlon to the relatively
modest campaign contributions collected by
organized working people, your editorial
position shows that labor itself recognizes
that average men and women Can never coms-
pete in this respect with the wealth of own-
ers and managers of business enterprises,
whose candidates for public office are in-
variably far better financed.

While I believe that President Theodore
Roosevelt’s proposal, as embodied in my bill,
is the ultimate solution fo the financing of
modern election campalgns, I have intro-
duced two more modest proposals which
could be enacted in connectlion with clean-
elections legislation this year. One of these
would make federally paid radio and televi-
slon broadcast time, worth up to 1 million,
available equally to both major parties. The
other would permit individual eampaign
contribufions up to $10 a person to be taken
as a tax credit (not a deduction from in-
come) against Federal income taxes.

I hope that these two proposals, which are
designed to bring more democratic means of
financing and more equality to our electoral
processes, will also win the support of your
great organization.

Again, I appreciate the public-spirited and
forward-Iooking interest which you have
taken In the grave problem of election
financing.

Sincerely yours,
RicHARD L. NEUBERGER,
United States Senator.
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THE LoBBY PROBE
(By George Meany)

A special Senate committee has been au-
fhorized to undertake a full-scale investi-
gation of political contributions by big
business. This investigation was touched
off by sensational disclosures regarding the
lobbying activities of gas and oil interests.
President Eisenhower found these activities
20 reprehensible that he vetoed the bill
freeing natural gas producers from Federal
price regulation on that very account.

The AFL-CIO heartily supports this Sen-
ate investigatiom. Despite the law forbid-
ding political contributions by corporations,
it is common knowledge in Washingfon that
big business interests have financed political
eampalgns of individual candidates and
political organizations through various legal
loopholes.

Frequently these contributions have been
made in the name of corporation executives
and members of their families. It was nof
until Senator Frawcis Case, of BSouth
Dakota, told the Senate he had been offered
a $2,500 campaign contribution by a lawyer
representing a gas producer, in the expecta-
tion that the Senator would vote for the
bill desired by the gas lobby, that the
scandalous nature of big business influence
upon the legislative process was brought
forcibly to public attention.

Since the Senate investigation was au-
thorized, 1t has been stated in the press
that the committee would inquire into
political contributions by labor organiza-
tions as well as big business. One of the
committee members, Senator Barry GoLD-
WATER, of Arizona, has publicly announced
that he will insist that the investigation be
broadened to include unions.

Labor welcomes such an Investigation.
The AFL-CIO, in accordance with the law,
files with Congress a complete record of
all funds it receives in $1 voluntary political
contributions from its members and all
expenditures from those funds. There is
nothing secret In these activities, which are
completely open and aboveboard.

Before the merger both the AFL and CIO
maintained separate political committees
which collected campaign contributions
from members and made expenditures in be-
half of candidates from both parties who
recelved labor endorsements. BSince the
merger the AFL-CIO has established the
committee on political education to carry
on the same work.

We are proud of the records of these com-
mittees. With the help of State organ-
izations, they have endorsed candidates for
public office with outstanding records of
public service.

Perhaps an attempt will be made to in-
dicate that labor’s eampaign contributions
to candidates, in the aggregate, matched
those of business contributors. Such efforts
will be doomed to failure, because the fact
is that labor has never succeeded in raising
by voluntary contributions more than a
small fraction of the total amounts ex-
pended in any campaign.

It is to the best interests of democracy
that the cost of campalgns be fnanced by
as many voters as possible, because this
helps to arouse the political consciousness
and responsibility of the great masses of
the American electorate. It Is also obvious-
1y in the national interest to prevent a few
large ecampaign contributors from domi-
nating the selection and election of candi-
dates for public office.

Might it not, therefore, be a good idea for
Congress to provide by law for Govern-
ment financing of campaigns for Federal
office, as proposed in S. 3242, a bill intro-
duced by Senator RicHArRD NEUBERGER and
cosponsored by Senators MoRsE, MURRAY,
DoucLAS, SPARKMAN, MANSFIELD, LANGER, and
Humrarey? If Congress refuses to adopt
such a law, might it not then consider
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limiting all campaign contributions to a
maximum of $1?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I also ask unani-
mous consent that a report by the distin-
guished newsman, Roscoe Drummond,
which appeared in the Oregon Journal
of Portland, of June 11, 1958, be printed
in the Recorp, along with an editorial
from the New York Daily News of June
13, 1958, entitled “Gander Wants No
Sauce.” In addition, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp excerpts from the news
broadecast of Mr. Eric Sevareid, the well-
known news analyst on June 11, 1958.
I further ask to include, from the Oregon
Journal of June 16, 1958, an editorial en-
titled “Legislation Not the Answer.”

There being no objection, the articles
and editorials were ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

[From the Oregon Journal, Portland, Oreg.,
of June 11, 1958]
BrLn. WourLp HAVE CoONGRESS TAKE DOSE OF
OwN MEDICINE

(By Roscoe Drummond)

WasHINGTON.—Senator RicHAarp L. NeU-
BERGER, Democrat of Oregon, may not be add-
ing to his popularity with his colleagues, but
he is taking a step which can help the whole
Federal Government,

In a bill he is introducing in the Senate
this afternoon, Senator NeUBERGER is putting
this simple and reasonable proposition to the
Members of Congress: Take your own medi-
cine—or else.

This all has to do with conflict of interest
and that complex of laws designed to keep
public officials from having private interests
which could conflict with their public duty.

You will recall with what zest, virtue, even
smugness Senate committees cross-examine
executive appointees to see if their ownership
holdings might at some time under some cir-
cumstances unduly influence a decision this
official might be called upon to make. And
if the mood of the Senate committee is that
he better sell his stock, he better sell it what-
ever the effect on his company or on him-
self—or he will be off to a bad start.

But, somehow, during all these years of
eagerly applying the conflict of interest law
to others, members of Congress have never
applied it to themselves.

Senator Neueercer rightly asks: Why not?

The case for applying the conflict of inter-
est statutes to Congress is unexceptionable.

If a Defense Department official shouldn’t
make contracts with a company in which he
has stock, should a Senator be free to make
laws for a business in which he has an in-
terest?

But he is free to do so—and he does,

Recently a Defense official was raked over
the coals because, having something to do
with ordering milltary uniforms, it was
found that his wife was engaged in manu-
facturing uniforms. There are wives of
Members of Congress who are engaged in
business on which their husbands legislate.

Nothing is done about that.

A member of the Federal Communications
Commission must not own radlo or TV stock
because he regulates the industry, but mem-
bers of the Senate and House Committees
on Interstate Commerce, in charge of leg-
islation for the industry, can own radio and
TV stock.

The Congressional conflict of interest is
almost unending.

Members of Congress are engaged Iin the
oil business and they vote legislation giving
special tax provisions to the oil industry.

The are engaged in farming and they vote
on farm subsidies,

They take legal fees from the rallroads
and legisiate on rallroads,
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They are publishers and they vote on sec-
ond-class postal rates for their publications.

They are lecturers and they take lecture
fees from groups who are affected by their
legislation.

They are lawyers and they make money
from a wide range of cllents who have a
stake in legislation.

There is plenty of conflict of Interest
among Members of Congress. If conflict of
interest can be guarded against by law—as
Congress evidently thinks it can in the exec-
utive branch of Government—ought it not to
be similarly guarded against in the legisla=
tive branch?

That's what Senator NeveerceEr is asking.
It will be revealing to see how the Senate
and House respond.

“I hold no brief for these existing conflict
of interest statutes, which have been sub-~
jected to much eriticism,” Mr. NEUBERGER
points out. “My immediate purpose is only
to present the principle of equal treatment
for elected and appointed officers of our
Government and I do not wish to compli-
cate this by simultaneously rewriting the
existing rules."

In this area of conflict of Interest it
seems elemental that all ought to take the
same medicine. If, for any reason, Congress
is not prepared to take its own medicine, it
ought to change the prescription.

[From the New York Dally News of June 13,
1958]
GanpErR WANTS No Savce

To the surprise of few, if any, Washington
dopesters give Senator Ricmarp L, Nev-
BERGER'S conflict-of-interest bill little chance
of passing Congress,

The Oregon Democrat points out that offi-
clals in th? Government’s executive branch
have to get rid of any business connections
which might influence their official acts—
remember former Defense Secretary Charles
E. Wilson’s General Motors stocks that he
had to unload?

NEUBERGER'S RIGHT, BUT—

So, NEUBZERGER, on the theory that what's
sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander,
has introduced a bill requiring Members of
Congress to part company with stocks, prop-
erties, businesses, law clients, and so on,
that might influence their votes.

He's right, of course; but if this gander
consents to be garnished with this sauce, a
near-miracle will have come to pass.

CBS Rapio NEws ANALYSIS FOR JUNE 11, 10568
(By Erlc Sevareld)

Good evening. Henry Adams once wrote
that people are always being decelved by
the illusion that power in the hands of
friends is an advantage to them. Mr. Sher-
man Adams, of the White House, has power
in his hands, probahbly as much practical po-
litical power as anybody in the Capital. And
he is the frlend of Mr, Bernard Goldfine, of
Boston, a man with varlous business irons in
various fires. Question: Has Mr, Goldfine's
friendship with Mr. Adams been an advan-
tage to Mr. Goldfine, beyond the natural
joys of friendship for its own sweet sake?
Mr. Goldfine's lawyers say “No.” Mr. Adams
will say “No.” Mr. Hagerty says Mr. Adams
enjoys the President’s confidence. The
House subcommittee counsel implies that
the hotel sultes occupied by Mr. Adams, at, it
says, Mr. Goldfine's expense, indicate that
the answer to the question is, “Yes.” The
Capital awalts proof, whether or not Henry
Adams' maxim pertains in this case.

Right in the middle of all this, just as
everybody is bracing himself for another
Congressional “orgy of morality,” as Swin=-
burne put it—(very handy thing, Bartlett’s
Quotations)—right in the middle of it all,
Oregon’s Senator NEUBERGER has committed
something akin to booing the preacher., Mr,
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NEUBERGER seems to have a slmple, logical
mind, which will get him nowhere in polities.

He has ralsed a simple, logical point as
shattering as that of the child who pointed
out that the emperor had no clothes. How,
he is saying, can Congressmen tear the liver
and lights out of administration officials for
mixing up their private business and their
public duties, when Congressmen themselves
do this all the time—dozens of them? The
Senator Is introducing a bill to apply the
conflict-of-interest laws to Senators and
Members of the House.

For, as Mr. Roscoe Drummond recalls for
us, Congressmen who own oil and gas wells
are always voting on oil and gas legislation;
Congressmen who own newspapers vote on
the postal-rate laws; Congressmen with
farms devise and vote on farm subsidies, and
50 it goes. It's the old question—who's
watching the watchmen? Congressmen,
when pressed, usually answer this by de-
claring that the voters, the good people of
the great State of, have passed upon their
moral character, and there is no higher
earthly judge. But somehow this sounds a
bit weak.

Well, maybe Mr. NeveercER should go fur-
ther and submit another bill (it will have
about as much chance of passage as his pres-
ent one), a bill based on the recommenda-
tion of the New York publisher, Mr. Alfred
Knopf. For some weeks, Mr. Knopf has
been proposing a permanent standing com-
mittee of leading citizens to investigate Con=-
gress; they wouldn't have the power of sub-
pena, of course, unless Mr. NEUBERGER could
fix that, but if they do things the way Con-
gressional committees often do things, they
could have great fun leaking accusations to
the press and great fun watching the accusee
trying to make his denial catch up with the
accusation.

This is Eric Sevareid in Washington,

[From the Oregon Journal, Portland, Oreg.,
of June 16, 1958]

LEGISLATION NOT THE ANSWER

We're not sure just what Senator RicHarp
NevserGEr had in mind when he introduced
a bill which would apply the conflict-of=
interest principle to Members of Congress.

It is doubtful Senator NEUBERGER believes
his bill will become law—at least not at this
sesslon. 1If, however, his idea was to call to
attention the double standard which Con-
gress maintains on this issue and to spot-
light some of the incongruities in the matter,
then his mission already is accomplished.

Conflict-of-interest laws are those designed
to prevent private interests of public officlals
from conflicting with the public duty which
they are sworn to perform.

Roscoe Drummond, Journal columnist, re-
cently noted “with what zest, virtue even
smugness Senate committees cross-examine
Executive appointees to see if thier owner-
ship holdings might at some time under
some clrcumstances unduly influence a deci-
sion this official might be called upon to
make."”

At the same time he also noted that Con-
gressional conflict of interest is almost un-
ending—Members who are engaged in the
oil business who vote legislation glving spe=
clal tax provisions to the oil industry, Mem-
bers engaged in farming who vote on farm
subsidies, Members who take legal fees from
rallroads and legislate on railroads and so on.

Then he asks why, if conflict of interest
can be controlled by law, as Congress appar-
ently thinks it can in the executive branch,
it should not also be guarded in the legisla-
tive branch.

The question is perfectly legitimate. Con-
flict of interest has no more justification in
Congress than it does on the Federal Com-
munications Commission, the Defense De-
partment, or other executive office.
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But we doubt whether the answer to the
problem lies in the fleld of legislation. If a
Congressman or an executive-department
appointee has it within him to use his posi-
tion to further his personal interests, or those
of his friends or clients in contravention of
his sworn duty, then he will be a poor ap-
pointee or Congressman whether or not there
is a conflict-of-interest law on the statute
books.

The vigilant Senators required Charles E.
Wilson, former Secretary of Defense, to dis-
pose of his General Motors stock because
that corporation had and was eligible for
additional defense contracts. Yet the same
Senators did not require Neil McElroy, for-
mer president of Procter & Gamble, to dis-
pose of his stock in that corporation. Are
the good Senators suggesting that members
of our Armed Forces no longer take baths?

The problem is not unlike that involved
in the picking of a jury. In the eyesof some
attorneys, an unprejudiced juror is one who
has never read anything, who has no friends
or relatives, who has never done anything—
in fact one whose mind is a total blank at
the time the trial starts. We pray that our
fate never rests in the hands of such a juror.

There are some rather obvious examples of
what should not be done. We would not, for
example, have appointed the late Al Capone
to head up the FBI. Frobably a broker of
television stations would be better left off
the Federal Communications Commission,
and we would think it poor policy to appoint
an avowed enemy of public power to a power
agency.

But leaving aside the extremes, the con-
flict-of-interest laws fall into the category
of attempts to achleve morality and ethical
conduct through legislation. It can't be
done.

Appoint and elect the best men available
and then watch them like a hawk. No law
will ever take the place of public vigilance,

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. NEUBERGER.
yield.

Mr. CLARK. I commend the Senator
for the thought-provoking address he
has just delivered, and I wish to asso-
ciate myself with the sentiments he has
expressed—and particularly to view with
some alarms the failure of Members of
Congress to understand the very difficult
position in which they place themselves
when they carry on, before governmental
bureaus, many of the same activities
which cause them to complain about
Mr. Adams. I wonder if the Senator
would not agree with me that the biblical
injunction about the mote in our
brother's eye and the beam in our own
would be a good text for our colleagues,
both in the other body and in the Senate,
to consider in connection with this
subject.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I could not agree
more fully with the distinguished Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania, who, I may add,
is my only present cosponsor in connec-
tion with Senate bill 3979, to apply equal
conflict-of-interest principles to Mem-
bers of Congress and to executive officials
generally. I particularly welcome the
Senator’s comments,

Mr. CLARK. AsI understand, there is
a rule of the Senate which calls upon a
Member to reveal a conflict-of-interest,
and therefore disqualify himself from
voting, or, in the alternative, at least to
reveal such interest before he casts his
vufel., Is the Senator aware of such a
rule?

I am happy to
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Mr. NEUBERGER. I am aware that
there is such a rule; but it is my under-
standing that, with respect to most, if
not all, of us, it is honored much more
in the breach than in the observance
thereof.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.
I recall my astonishment, as a new Sena-
tor, at hearing the senior Senator from
Virginia [Mr, Byrp]l, when the postal
rate bill was under discussion, state to
the Senate that because he owned a
newspaper in Virginia he was disqualify-
ing himself from voting on that measure,
which affected the postal rates paid by
newspapers. I thought that was a fine
thing for Senator B¥rp to do. I had not
appreciated until then that there was
such a rule in the Senate; but I do not
recall any other instance in the past 2
years in which it has been applied.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I, too, share the
admiration of the Senator from Penn-
sylvania for what the senior Senator
from Virginia did. I should like to add
a further thought. We seem to have
set up a double standard of morality in
American politics. Let me explain what
I mean. It is regarded as sinful, for
example, for Sherman Adams to have
accepted a rug from Mr, Goldfine. I do
not support that action. I do not defend
it. I believe that Mr, Adams showed
great indiscretion, and certainly very
poor judgment, when he accepted such
gifts. Apparently it would have been
perfectly legal if Mr. Goldfine had given
$50,000 to the campaign fund of Sher-
man Adams’ master, President Eisen-
hower, when he ran for President of the
United States.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator from Ore-
gon has pending a bill which would rem-
edy the situation with respect to cam-
paign contributions and put them on a
better basis, by allowing a tax credit for
small campaign contributions. The Sen-
ator feels—and I share his views—that
that would make it unnecessary, as a
practical matter, to raise very large sums
for campaign expenditures from wealthy
individuals.

Mr. NEUBERGER. There can be no
question about that. The bill referred
to is pending in committee. I am also
the author of a proposal under which
the Federal Government would under-
write campaign expenditures, as Presi-
dent Theodore Roosevelt requested in a
message to Congress in 1907.

I wish to conclude by emphasizing one
particular inconsistency, which seems to
me to be the root of much of the cor-
ruption in American politics. It is pos-
sible for Congress to become terribly ex-
ercised about a deepfreeze to Colonel
Vaughan, under the Truman adminis-
tration, and about a rug and hotel suites
for Sherman Adams under the Eisen-
hower administration. Yet William S.
White, the author of a definitive book on
the United States Senate, has written
that it takes approximately $200,000 in
a campaign fund to elect a Senator in
an average State, and a million dollars
in a populous State.

So long as we permit these huge cam-
paign funds in American politics, to
which big business and big industry and
trade-union educational funds can con-
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tribute, it seems to me that when we be=
come excited over trivial things, we are,
to repeat, swatting at flies instead of
draining the swamp.

Mr. CLARK. That is correct. I agree
thoroughly with the Senator. I believe
he knows that there is pending before
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service on which we both serve, a bill
which has passed the House of Repre-
sentatives, and which proposes to estab=
lish a code of ethics for Government em-
ployees. I do not know at the moment
whether the code mentions elected publie
officials. I wonder whether the Senator
would give some thought to whether we
might interest our colleagues on that
committee to report a bill, with suitable
amendments, on that subject, before
Congress adjourns at this session.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I believe we should
work toward that end. One reason the
bill has not moved thus far in commit-
tee is that it does not contain any en-
forcement provisions. In other words,
it is toothless, as only a mere statement
of principles. As I understand, it applies
to the lesser bureaucrats, rather than
persons in higher positions. It should
contain some enforcement clauses.

Mr. CLAREK. I suspect that the Sena-
tor agrees with me that that kind of long
range governmental reform takes sev-
eral sessions of Congress to bring about.
I hope that my good friend from Oregon
will still be here when the reforms which
he espouses with such logic and persua-
sion, become law. I commend him for
his interest in this subject, and I point
out again that, although it may take a
long time to accomplish such reforms, we
should nevertheless start somewhere.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the Sena-
tor. I believe he has made a chrono-
logical underestimate with respect to the
time element involved. It was in 1907,
over a half century ago, that Theodore
Roosevelt, one of our most vigorous and
illustrious Presidents, became concerned
about the dominance of campaign funds
in American political life. That was be-
fore the days of radio and television and
the other mass media of communications.

Mr. CLAREKE. That was before Cadil-
laes, too.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I do not know if
it was before Cadillacs or vicuna coats,
but certainly it was before the day
of multi-million-dollar campaign funds.
That was 51 years ago. Nevertheless,
this proposal, which originated with a
great President, whose centennial we
are celebrating, still languishes in com-
mittee and still has not come to life.
The recent episode econcerning Sherman
Adams should give Congress the impetus,
once and for all, to banish the impor-
tance and the dominance of large politi-
cal campaign contributions in American
public life.

Mr. CLARK obtained the floor.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JOR-
pAN in the chair). The Senator will
state it.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Is the Sernate still
proceeding with the transaction of morn-
ing business? We have had 2 speeches
now, which have lasted for 45 minutes,
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when we are supposed to be operating
under the 3-minute rule. Are we still
operating under the heading of morning
business?

Mr. CLARE. The Senator from Penn-
sylvania had no intention of violating
the 3-minute rule.

Mr. ROBERTSON. I have addressed
a parliamentary inquiry to the Chair.
The junior Senator from Virginia must
attend in another place and his oppor-
tunity to speak to the Senate is limited.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pre-
vious speaker was speaking for a longer
period under unanimous consent.

Mr. ROBERTSON. If the Senator who
is about to speak will limit himself to
the 3-minute rule, I have no objection.
I call attention to the fact that the pre-
vious speakers took 45 minutes.

Mr. CLARK. I should like to point
out to the distinguished Senator from
Virginia that the junior Senator from
Oregon, who was the preceding speaker,
obtained unanimous consent to speak for
an additional 10 minutes. I believe he
did not exceed the additional time limit.

Mr. NEUBERGER. That is correct.
The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
SteENNIs] also obtained unanimous con-
sent to speak for a longer time.

PROPOSED HOUSING ACT OF 19538

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the pro-
posed Housing Act of 1958 will be be-
fore the Senate within a few days.
This bill has been painstakingly put to-
gether under the leadership of the emi-
nent junior Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SearkmaN], whose position as a housing
expert is unparalleled in this body. It
has been one of my greatest pleasures as
a new Senator to explore this compli-
cated field under his leadership and
guidance.

The bill is a complex one. It is, per-
haps, most complex in the fundamental
changes made in the public housing
program in an effort to revive a program
which is needed more than ever, but
which has been gradually dying in the
past few years. Testimony before our
subcommittee indicated very strongly
that public housing was dying from
strangulation with redtape and from
suffocation under the tight controls of a
Washington bureaucracy.

Perhaps the best brief guide to an
understanding of this bill is an address
delivered last night by the able Senator
from Alabama before the National
Housing Conference here in Washing-
ton. I ask unanimous consent to in-
corporate in the Recorp as a part of my
remarks the text of the Senator’s ad-
dress and commend it for the study of
my colleagues.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

I am again honored by your invitation to
address the annual convention of the Na-
tional Housing Conference.

It has been my privilege to address you
many times. Usually, your annual meeting
takes place at a critical stage of the legisla-
tive year. This year is no exception. Only
last Thursday, I reported a Banking and Cur-
rency Committee bill to the Senate. It is
now on the Senate Calendar and will be
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debated in the near future. If enacted, it
will become the Housing Act of 1858, If its
major provisions are retained—and I am
hopeful they will be—this year’s housing
act will be one of the most fundamental,
and far reaching, enactments in many years.

The committee bill is, in my Jjudgment,
sound in its baslc policy direction, and
eminently practical in its approach. Its
general purpose is to take another step for-
ward toward achleving the policy, set forth
in the Housing Act of 1949, of decent housing
for all of our people.

The bill is practical in its approach, for
it depends primarily on local initiative and
responsibility.

Another way of describing the theme of
this year's bill is that it attempts to cut
redtape, and decentralize Federal housing
programs, wherever feasible.

The present status of housing has both its
encouraging and discouraging aspects.

The Census Bureau reported over 1 mil-
lion new nonfarm households formed in 1957.
This compares with the production of less
than 1 million new homes for the same
period. This means that we are still losing
ground in trying to meet the needs of a grow-
ing Nation.

Moreover, on the qualitative side, the
Census Bureau reported the continuing
existence of 18 million substandard dwelling
units in the United States—roughly one-
fourth of the total inventory. A generation
ago, one-third of the Natlon was ill-housed.
Today, one-fourth of the Nation is ill-housed.
This slight improvement should give little
comfort to the wealthiest and most power=
ful Nation on earth.

Faced with these realities, it is imperative
that more and more people at the grassroots
become aware of the basic need for good
housing programs, that they speak out in
loud and clear volces., Dedicated organiza-
tions like yours offer a medium for this im-
portant task. It is to the great credit of
your own National Housing Conference that
it has contributed so much to better hous-
ing for America's less fortunate families.

‘When all is sald and done, the realization
of the need, coupled with a spirit of dedica-
tion to do something about it, constitute
the ingredients of success in influencing na-
tional policy.

The committee bill now on the calendar
is not the first housing bill this year. Earlier
this year, you will recall, the Congress en-
acted, with bipartisan support—in fact,
with only one lonely dissenting voice—an
antirecession housing measure.

The results have been very encouraging.
FHA applications for insurance and VA re-
quests for appralsal have increased rapidly.
Even the building industry itself seems a
little surprised at the success of the program.
The main reason why it went through Con-
gress, in record time, and has since done such
a good job, is that it is based upon what I
believe 1s sound policy. The entire bill was
directed at the great unmet market for low-
and medium-priced homes. As you know,
this is an old and familiar tune I have been
playing for some time.

I still do not understand, however, why the
President i1s so troubled by Congressional
action in the field of housing. Despite the
speed and unanimity with which the Con-
gress adopted the emergency housing bill,
the President waited until the 1ith hour
before he signed it; and in signing it, he
voiced extensive objectlons to its main fea-
tures. Now that the beneficlal results of the
Emergency Housing Act are becoming evi-
dent, I hope the White House will concede
that the Congress has some understanding of
the Nation’s housing needs.

I have been somewhat amused by that part
of the press which originally attacked the
emergency housing bill, but now that it has
worked so well, call it a statesmanlike admin-
istration act.
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The bill now on the Senate Calendar is also
a good bill, and it deserves the same kind of
bipartisan support accorded the Emergency
Housing Act. J

The Subcommittes on Housing, after long
and serious discussion, assembled an omni-
bus bill, In general terms, the bill has these
objectives:

It would make a long-term commitment
toward the support of urban renewal.

It would expand and strengthen programs
such as low-rent public housing, relocation
housing, and rental housing generally, which
are indispensable to the ultimate success of
urban renewal.

It would create a new FHA title for elderly

TEONS.

It would broaden the scope of college
housing.

It would extend and strengthen many
other activities such as title I home improve=-
ment, military housing, and farm housing
research.

Now, for a few minutes, let us examine
some of the highlights of the bill, and see if
it deserves—as I think it does—the same
bipartisan support given to the emergency
housing legislation.

In the urban renewal title of the bill, the
committee recommends that the Federal
Government make a 6-year commitment to
the urban-renewal program, at an annual
rate of $350 million in grant authorization,
which could be increased to $500 million a
year if necessary. The volume of current
applications proves that the urban-renewal
program could have used up to $500 million
this year. Thus, the committee recommen-
dation is based on a reasonable forecast of
future needs. Anything less would be a be-
trayal of our promise in the Housing Act of
1949 to rid the American cities of slums and
blight.

The administration also requests a 8-year
program but at an annual rate of $250 mil-
lion for 3 years, which would be reduced to
$200 million for the last 3 years. Moreover,
the administration would increase the local
share of the cost from one-third to one-half.
The overwhelming majority of witnesses
testifylng before our subcommittee, in the
field in the autumn and recently here in
Washington, state categorically that a reduc-
tion in the Federal share would virtually
choke off the Federal program.

In fact, in view of the upsurge of interest
in urban renewal in all parts of the country,
I am confident that the committee bill will
win broad support in the Congress.

More money, however, is not all that is
needed to make urban renewal work. A pro-
vision in this year's bill would speed up tne
whole renewal process by cutting red-tape
and simplifying the requirements of the ur-
ban renewal plan. Another provision per-
mits a slight expansion in the use of urban
renewal funds for commercial and industrial
redevelopment.

At long last, the need for community-wide
planning is recognized. Planning grants for
community renewal programs would become
available for the first time. Following adop-
tion of this new type of programing, as
well as the existing planning for general
neighborhood renewal, credit for noncash
grants-in-aid would be available over a b5-
year period prior to the signing of the loan
and grant contract.

These urban renewal amendments are, I
believe, fundamentally sound and defensible.
They could stimulate a great deal of activity
in all parts of the country, especially in
small- and medium-sized communities. But
they depend in great measure on our finding
an effective solution to a growing problem;
namely, the problem of providing decent re-
location housing for displaced families.

I cannot emphasize too strongly my con=-
viction that urban renewal will succeed only
to the extent that a successful solution is
found for the relocation problem.,
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To meet this problem, the committee bill
would:

1. Provide relocation payments to any
family displaced by governmental action in
an urban renewal area, by code enforcement
activities, or by a program of voluntary re-
habilitation.

2. Require a local public agency to give
displaced business concerns a priority of op-
portunity to relocate in the renewal area.

3. Permit FHA section 221 housing for
displaced families to be bullt anywhere
within the environs of a community with an
approved workable program.

One of the most pressing needs in the
housing fleld today is recognized by title II
of the bill which would create a new and
geparate program for elderly persons housing.
You may recall that 3 years ago the sub-
committee prepared an extensive analysis of
the problem, and in the following legislative
year, I submitted a bill based upon this
analysis. It was a recommendation that a
new FHA section 220 be created especially for
elderly persons. It lost in conference, in
large measure because the administration felt
that a special program for the elderly was not
justified.

year, however, the administration
has stated that such a new program Iis
needed. If it does not change its mind
again, I believe that we will now make great
strides toward a reallstic housing program
for our elderly citizens.

The differences between the administra-
tion's recommendation for housing for the
elderly and mine are relatively minor. The
administration thinks that all units in an
elderly persons’ project should be designed
exclusively for the elderly, I have come
around to the view that it is undesirable to
colonize the elderly, and I am therefore
recommending that a project qualify for
FHA insurance if at least 50 percent of the
units are designed for the elderly.

Another point on which we disagree is
that the administration would confine the
benefits of insurance to nonprofit organiza-
tions. As a long-time advocate of getting
private enterprise into the housing field as
much as possible, I am recommending that
profitmaking organizations be given an op-
portunity to participate in the program.

Another relatively minor difference is that
I believe the valuation basis for insurance
should be changed from value to replace-
ment cost, in keeping with similar changes
we have made for other programs.

Perhaps no other housing program has
stimulated such wide interest. Certainly
this title of the bill should warrant wide
support.

Another major change proposed in this
year's bill concerns the college housing loan
program. An amendment is included in the
bill to add a new section to authorize Fed-
eral loans to colleges for construction or
rehabilitation of classrooms and other col=-
lege buildings. The authorization for this
purpose would be $250 milllon, This
amount would be in addition to the new
authorization of $400 million proposed for
the regular college housing loan program.

You may recall last year when I spoke to
you I promised that the committee would
take a long look at the public housing pro-
gram and come up with some new ideas for
1958.

I believe that we have found some new
ideas, and I think they will work.

Publiec housing has been in the doldrums
for several years. Of the 70,000 low-rent
units authorized in 1956, it is disappointing
to find 2 years later that only 9,000 are
under contract, and only 200 are under con-
struction. Obviously, something has been
wrong, and I think we have found what it is,

Witnesses before our subcommittee dur-
ing hearings last fall testified about the ex-
cessive redtape and harmful effects of ex-
cessive centralization. We were told that

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

local executive directors were wunable to
make any important decisions without
clearing them with PHA.

Now you and I know this was not the in-
tent of the original Housing Act of 193T.
The program was established as a local pro-
gram, with local boards of directors, and
locally appointed staffs. The Federal Gov-
ernment’s part was to assist in financing the
program by committing itself to paying off
the initial construction and development
cost. Everything else was to be the respon-
sibility of the local authority with overall
direction from the Federal Government
through the PHA.

This year, after many hours of testimony
and volumes of written material submitted
for the attention of the Subcommittee on
Housing, I prepared a committee print which
included a new policy for public housing.
The objectives added to the old policy state-
ment are the following:

1. To build smaller projects better related
to local neighborhoods.

2. To give local public agencies more re-
sponsibility for the operation of thelr
projects.

3. To permit the sale of units to over-
income tenants or to permit such tenants
to remain at an unsubsidized rent if suitable
private housing is not available.

The key to this entire policy statement, in
my opinion, is that to a much greater de-
gree it gives full management responsibility
to the local authority. The local authority
would be responsible for establishing rents
and eligibility requirements, preparation of
budgets, the control of expenditures, and
the provision of such social and recreational
guidance as is necessary to make good citli-
zens of the tenants.

Second, the bill would permit a local au-
thority to establish rent schedules and in-
come limits, This feature would be an im-
plementation of the policy objective of more
local autonomy, and with the new incentive
feature written into law, I believe the PHA
would be wasting its time by insisting on a
tight control of rents and income. I feel
that opposition to this feature will disappear
when it is better understood.

Third, the bill would extend the present
authorization for another year and authorize
an additional 35,000 units for 1961 and 19632,
This is a small number of new units to be
proposed, but does assure continuity on
which plans can be made for the future.

Fourth, the bill would make a new alloca=
tion of residual receipts, which are now be-
ing returned to the Federal Government to
reduce the annual contributions. The pro=
posed bill would use two-thirds for reduc-
tion of capital debt and thereby speed up
the amortization of the debt. One-third
would be retained by the local authority for
low-rent housing use.

Let me give you an example of how the
provision would work. Suppose a housing
authority had #10,000 residual receipts and
an annual contributions contract for $100,-
000. Under present law, the Federal Gov-
ernment would use the 810,000 to reduce the
contribution from $100,000 to $90,000. Un-
der the proposed law, 86,700 of the $10,000
would be used for advanced amortization;
the other $3,300 would go to the local au-
thority.

Now, let us see how the Federal Govern=
ment comes out on this new plan.

On the loss side, annual contributions
would be increased by $10,000 a year for 40
years, or $400,000.

On the credit side, the payment of £6,700
a year toward advance amortization would
result in paying off the loan in 85 years
rather than 40 years. The savings here
would be 6 times $100,000 or $500,000.

You can see that the Federal Govern-
ment loses $400,000 on the one hand and
gains $500,000 on the other, or a net savings
of $100,000.
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There is every reason to believe that with
a built-in local incentive to improve effi-
clency, operating costs will be reduced fur-
ther and even more savings can be expected
by the Federal Government. Certainly,
there can be no objection to the Federal
Government'’s saving money,

The bill would also permit the sale of
units to overincome tenants. A local au-
thority would use this at its discretion
when found practical and feasible. If not
feasible, such tenants could be left in oc-
cupancy if no reasonably-priced private
housing is avallable to them,

There is another feature of the bill which
deserves bipartisan support. It establishes
a plan for low-income families to pull them=-
selves up by the bootstraps. It gives the
family a home, encouraging it to work
harder and to improve its financial position.
Under present law, a hard-working and in-
dustrious family winds up either losing its
incentive, or being evicted from its home.
The new law would award industry and
hard work by holding out the goal of home
ownership.

I am hopeful that the real-estate people
will come to like this new provision because
it is a plan for returning public-housing
units to the private-housing field.

These new public-housing features of the
bill are good, it seems to me. If properly
administered, they should result in a revival
of interest in this vital part of our Federal
housing program. All the legislation in the
world will go for naught if we do not have
good administration. This is particularly
true at the local level. I am hopeful that
the public-housing title of the committee
bill will inspire a resurgence of strength in
local authorities.

Public housing was initially a crusade for
decency in American family life; it must not
lose that crusading spirit. New legislation
will help, but it will succeed only if you make
it succeed.

In closing, I want to join all of you in
expressing profound and sincere regret over
the departure of Lee Johnson. So many good
things have already been sald about him
that there is little I can add. Even so, I
know we all share the feeling that his con-
tributions toward helping to make it pos=
sible for all Americans to have decent homes
have been exceedingly great.

Lee has been the Washington workhorse in
the field of housing. With one of the smallest
staffs on the Washington scene, the volume
of useful information made available has
been truly remarkable.

One need not agree with everything he has
proposed—and I am sure we all know op-
ponents of the National Housing Confer-
ence's views—to appreclate his untiring ef-
forts and his complete and unselfish devo=
tion to the cause of better housing.

Lee is truly one of the most effective hous=
ing champions of all time.

I am delighted to join with you to wish
him well in his new grassroots assignment.
If the committee bill is enacted into law,
Lee Johnson and people like him in other
parts of the country will hold the key to its
success. In fact, the Lee Johnsons of our
Nation, operating with dedication at the local
level, will, I am confident, make the program
work.

SEVEN DAYS UNTIL JULY 1—PROS-
PECTIVE INCREASE IN THE PRICE
OF STEEL

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, on
yesterday I put in the Recorp letters
written by Mr. W. L. Litle, chairman of
the board and president of the Bucyrus-
Erie Co., to President Eisenhower and
Secretary Mitchell, together with a reply
from Secretary Mitchell. In his letter to
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the President, Mr. Litle, whose firm is the
world’s foremost manufacturer of power
cranes and excavators, stated that unless
the inflationary spiral is stopped, Ameri-
can manufacturers will have priced
themselves out of the world markets.
This would mean that firms such as his
could compete in world markets only by
building branch plants abroad, which of
course would deprive American workers
of employment.

They may, in addition, be pricing
themselves out of the domestic market as
well. The Wall Street Journal of June 23
quotes an official of one automobile com-
pany as stating:

Our prices are too high now. We know it,
and we are determined to hold the line if at
all possible.

If one can judge from recent surveys
which were made by the Wall Street
Journal and the magazine Steel, the
prospect of having to face another in-
crease in the price of their basic raw
material fills many American manufac-
turers with gloom. The reason for their
apprehension is not difficult to deter-
mine. In a number of industries, there
still exists a considerable degree of true
price competition. As a resulf of the
current recession, there also exists a buy-
ers market. Under these circumstances,
no single producer in such an industry
can be sure—as United States Steel ap-
pears to be sure—that any price increase
which it makes would be paralleled by a
comparable increase on the part of its
competitors. It is this lack of certainty
as to what the reactions of their com-
petitors will probably be that sharply
distinguishes competitive industries from
the steel industry.

In its survey which covered 40 mid-
western steel-using firms, the Wall Street
Journal found that they are reluctant
to raise prices even if they have to pay
more for steel—June 23, 1958. The
survey cited particular firms, of which
the following appear to be typical:

Mr, John E. Carroll, president of the
American Hoist & Derrick Co., of St. Paul,
Minn., said:

We cannot pass along any price increases
on our product.s. Even if we were in the red,
which we are not, we couldn’t raise prices
because we'd lose too much business by doing
-80.

Mr. Francis J. Trecker, president of
Kearney & Trecker Corp., Milwaukee,
Wis., is quoted as saying:

There 1s no possible chance of increasing
prices on machine tools at this time. Any
added cost of steel would have to come from
our profit—if there iz a profit.

Mr. Ben F. Lease, president of Athey
Products Corp., a Chicago heavy-duty
trailer manufacturer, said:

Price cutting now is widespread in our in-
dustry. I don't know how you can pass
along any steel price increase in those cir-
cumstances.

In its survey of manufacturers of
metal-working equipment—in which
steel is an important cost element—the
trade magazine Steel found that because
of competition it would be difficult, if
not impossible, for many equipment
manufacturers to pass on any increase in
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steel prices. The magazine cites a man-
ufacturer of belt conveyors as stating:

There is definite price weakness in this
fleld. Even the most ethical blue-chip pro-
ducers are cutting quotations.

A producer of hydraulic presses is
guoted as saying:

Bome manufacturers want to fill their shop
so0 badly they’ll not only operate at smaller
per unit profit but sometimes quote under
cost.

A manufacturer of presses reports:

Some companies are accepting business at
a loss to keep their plants operating.

This is not to say that none of the
increase in the price of steel will be
passed on to the consumer. But it is to
say that if the recession continues, com-~
panies in competitive industries will find
it much more difficult than last year to
pass along the cost of a steel price rise,
which in some cases will spell hardship,
if not insolvency. No such difficulty is
to be expected, of course, in industries
where price competition no longer exists.
There, the full inerease will undoubtedly
be passed on—with probably something
more, to boot.

Mr. President, if the steel companies
do raise their prices, their gain in unit
profits will be at the expense of the
American consumer in cases in which the
increase can be passed on, and at the
expense of steel-using firms in competi-
tive industries when in which it cannot
be passed on. In either event, the steel
companies’ gain would be the Nation’'s
loss.

There remain only 7 more days for
President Eisenhower to act to prevent
the expected price increase.

FEDERAL AID FOR WILDLIFE
PROGRAM

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, recently
I received a copy of a resolution adopted
by the Wisconsin Conservation Commis-
sion at its 23d annual meeting in Madi-
son, Wis. The resolution stresses the
need for a change in the formula for
distributing funds for wildlife projects
under the Pittman-Robertson Act. Un-
der this act, funds are collected through
an excise tax on guns and ammunition.
After administrative costs and certain
statutory outlays to territories are de-
ducted, the money is reapportioned to
the States on a 25 percent matching basis
by the States,

However, there are now serious in-
equities in the program.

For example, under present methods
of distribution, Wisconsin last year re-
ceived only 83 cents per license issued.
By contrast, other States received up to
$8.50 per license. This is definitely un-
fair.

Currently, there are two approaches
being considered for improving this law:
First, the resolution proposes to change
the formula so as to give greater consid-
eration to the number of licenses issued,
to license holders, rather than to land
area. This is on a 50-50 basis.

Incidentally, such a proposal is con-
tained in S. 3920, now pending before the
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Com-
mittee. This measure would change the
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formula from a 50-50 basis, to allocating
60 percent of the funds on the basis of
licenses issued to holders, and 40 percent
on land area.

Second, the bill I introduced today
would, if enacted, help to assure that
the formula would not be further dis-
torted, as now being considered by the
Department of the Interior.

As Senators know, a change is being
considered which would require that
funds now be allocated on the basis of
the number of license holders—rather
than on the traditional basis of the num-
ber of licenses issued.

To avoid prolonging or increasing the
inequities in the law, I respectfully urge
that the Senate Interior and Insular
Affairs Committee consider these two
bills as soon as possible.

To indicate the deep concern with
which the Wisconsin Conservation Con-
gress views the need for improving this
program, I request unanimous consent
to have the resolution printed in the
body of the RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

Whereas the national wildlife conservation
program has been benefited tremendously
through the Federal Ald to Wildlife Restora-
tion Act, better known as the Pittman-Rob-
ertson program;

Whereas the Wisconsin Conservation De-
partment Game Management Division’s pro-
gram has been strengthened and increased
through the receipt of Federal aid to wild-
life restoration funds;

Whereas the Fish and Wildlife Service of
the United States Department of the Interior
now plans to change the method of appor-
tionment of the Federal aid to wildlife resto-
ration funds to the States;

Whereas such change in computing the
apportionment will have a damaging effect
on the Wisconsin wildlife conservation pro-
gram by reducing funds avallable to Wis-
consin;

Whereas the change in the apportionment
procedure Is apparently the result of political
pressure on the part of certain States;

Whereas the change in the apportionment
procedure will result in each State having to
institute costly sampling procedures to de-
termine the number of paid license holders;
and

Whereas the change in the apportionment
procedure falls to recognize the need of the
States for funds to conduct a wildlife man-
agement program: Therefore be it

Resolved by this 23d meeting of the Wis-
consin Conservation Congress, That the ap-
portionment procedure which has been In
effect Tor almost 20 years and which has
proven to be highly acceptable be continued,
that if the Unlted States Fish and Wildlife
Service insists on a change in the procedure
along with a required expensive sampling
procedure that the representatives of the
State of Wisconsin In the Congress of the
United States introduce suitable legislation
to amend the Federal Aid to Wildlife Resto-
ration Act to give in the apportionment
formula more consideration to mumbers of
license holders and less consideration to land
area of the States. * * *

Resolutions committee: Glen L. Garlock,
chairman (Forest County); Donald L. Holl-
man {(Adams County); Edward F. Eelp
(Manltowoc County).

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
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reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the bill (S, 3057) to
amend the District of Columbia Teach-
ers’ Salary Act of 1955, with amend-
ments, in which it requested the concur-
rence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House insisted upon its amendments to
the bill (S. 1850) to adjust conditions of
employment in departments or agencies
in the Canal Zone, disagreed to by the
Senate; agreed to the conference asked
by the Senate on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
MURRAY, Mr. Young, Mr, HEMPHILL, Mr.
Scorr of North Carolina, Mr. REes of
Kansas, Mr. CunnincHAM of Nebraska,
and Mr. DENNISON were appointed man-
agers on the part of the House at the
conference.

The message further announced that
the House had passed the following bills
and joint resolution, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R.11246. An act to amend the act of
July 1, 1902, to exempt certain common car-
riers of passengers from the mileage tax im-
posed by that act and from certain other
taxes;

H.R.12643. An act to amend the act en-
titled “An act to consolidate the Police Court
of the District of Columbia and the Munici-
pal Court of the District of Columbia, to be
known as ‘The Municipal Court for the
District of Columbia,’ to create ‘The Munici-
pal Court of Appeals for the District of Co-
Iumbia,” and for other purposes,” approved
April 1, 1942, as amended; and

H. J. Res. 582, Joint resolution to authorize
the Commissioners of the District of Co-
lumbia to promulgate special regulations for
the period of the Middle Atlantic Shrine
Association meeting of A. A, O. N. M, S. In
September 1958, to authorize the granting
of certain permits to Almas Temple Shrine
Activities, Inc.,, on the occasions of such
meetings, and for other purposes.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTION SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills and joint resolu-
tion, and they were signed by the Vice
President:

H.R.2548. An act to authorize payment
for losses sustained by owners of wells in
the vicinity of the construction area of the
New Cumberland Dam project by reason of
the lowering of the level of water in such
wells as a result of the construction of New
Cumberland Dam project;

H. R. 4260. An act to authorize the Chief
of Engineers to publish information pam-
phlets, maps, brochures, and other material;

H.R,.4683. An act to authorize adjust-
ment, in the public Interest, of rentals under
leases entered into for the provision of com-
mercial recreational facilities at the Lake
Greeson Reservoir, Narrows Dam;

H. R. 5033. An act to extend the times for
commencing and completing the construc-
tion of a bridge across the Mississippl River
at or near Friar Point, Miss., and Helena,

H.R. 6641. An act to fix the boundary of
Everglades National Park, Fla., to authorize
the Secretary of the Interior to acquire land
therein, and to provide for the transfer of
certain land not Included within said
boundary, and for other purposes;

H.R.7081. An act to provide for the re-
moval of a cloud on the title to certain real
property located in the State of Illinois;
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H.R.7917. An act for the relief of Ernst’

aeusserman;

H.R.9381. An act to designate the lake
above the diversion dam of the Solano proj-
ect in California as Lake Solano;

H.R.9382. An act to designate the main
dam of the Solano project in California as
Monticello Dam;

H.R. 10009. An act to provide for the re-
conveyance of certaln surplus real property
to Newaygo, Mich.;

H.R. 10035. An act for the relief of Fed-
erico Luss;

H.R.10349. An act to authorize the ac-
quisition by exchange of certain properties
within Death WValley National Monument,
Calif., and for other purposes;

H.R.10969. An act to extend the Defense
Production Act of 1950, as amended;

H.R.11068. An act to amend section 313
(g) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1938, as amended, relating to tobacco acre-
age allotments;

H. R. 11399. An act relating to price sup-
port for the 1958 and subsequent crops of
extra long staple cotton;

H. BE. 12052. An act to designate the dam
and reservoir to be constructed at Stewarts
Ferry, Tenn., as the J. Percy Priest Dam and
Reservoir;

H. R. 12164. An act to permit use of Fed-
eral surplus foods in nonprofit summer
camps for children;

H. R. 12521. An act to authorize the Clerk
of the House of Representatives to withhold
certain amounts due employees of the House
of Representatives;

H.R. 12586. An act to amend section 14 (b)
of the Federal Reserve Act, as amended, to
extend for 2 years the authority of Fed-
eral Reserve banks to purchase United States
obligations directly from the Treasury;

H. R. 12613. An act to designate the lock
and dam to be constructed on the Calumet
River, Ill., as the Thomas J. O'Brien lock and
dam; and

H. J. Res. 577. A jJoint resolution to waive
certain provisions of section 212 (a) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act in behalf
of certain aliens.

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU-
TION REFERRED

The following bills and joint resolu-
tion were severally read twice by their
titles, and referred to the Committee on
the District of Columbia:

H. R. 11246. An act to amend the act of
July 1, 1902, to exempt certain common ecar-
riers of passengers from the mileage tax im-
posed by that act and from certain other
taxes;

H. R. 12643. An act to amend the act en-
titled ““An act to consolidate the Police Court
of the District of Columbia and the Munici-
pal Court of the District of Columbia, to be
known as ‘The Municipal Court for the
District of Columbla,’ to create ‘The Munici-
pal Court of Appeals for the District of Co-
lumbia,” and for other purposes,” approved
April 1, 1942, as amended; and

H. J. Res. 582, Joint resolution to authorize
the Commissioners of the Distriect of Co-
lumbia to promulgate special regulations for
the period of the Middle Atlantic Shrine
Association meeting of A. A. O, N. M. 8. in
September 1958, to authorize the granting
of certain permits to Almas Temple Shrine
Activities, Inc., on the occaslons of such
meetings, and for other purposes.

STATEHOOD FOR ALASKA

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not,
morning business is closed.

Pursuant to the unanimous consent
order previously entered, the Chair lays
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before the Senate the unfinished busi=
ness, which is H. R. 7999.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 7999) to provide for
the admission of the State of Alaska
into the Union.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senator
from Washington [Mr. JacksoN] may,
during the consideration on the Alaska
statehood bill, have present with him on
the floor of the Senate, to assist him, a
member of his staff, Mr. Jack Howard.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

TIME FOR STATEHOOD PAST DUE

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the
time is past due for the admission of
Alaska to the Union. The issue has been
defined in each of the last seven Con-
gresses, and now has come before the
Senate in this 85th Congress. All pos-
sible arguments in support of and in op-
position to Alaska statehood have been
raised and discussed. Both parties have
time and again pledeed support to state-
hood. The issue is not new, it is not
partisan. There is no need for an ex-
haustive review of the facts and argu-
ments, nor for partisan attacks on one
another.

From the beginning, the emphasis of
the Territories Subcommittee of the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs has been on gefting at the basic
provisions that would achieve statehood.
As a result of this approach, the sub-
committee recommended unanimously a
statehood bill, and the full committee
voted with but one dissent to report a
statehood bill. Members on both sides
of the aisle worked hard on fhis issue,
and it is only proper that the presenta-
tion of the bill be a bipartisan effort.
Certainly one of the hardest-working
members of the Territories Subcommit-
tee, and its ranking minority member,
was the distinguished junior Senator
from California. I am grateful to him
and all the members of my committee for
their generous support.

First let me make perfectly clear the
legislative situation in which we find

ourselves. We face the almost unbeliev-

able situation in which Alaska statehood
could be voted by both the Senate and
the House of Representatives, and still
not go to the President for signature. It
is possible and probable that the Senate’s
will thus eould be frustrated by the par-
liamentary rules of the House of Repre-
sentatives, It is for this reason that we
are taking up H. R. 7999, which has al-
ready been passed by the other body.
These are the legislative facts of life: if,
as the result of any action taken by the
Senate, the statehood bill must return
to the other body, Alaska statehood could
die in the House of Representatives.
Now, I am not demanding that the
Senate accept without question the ac-
tion of the House of Representatives.
Certainly there are several approaches
to the goal of statehood for Alaska.
Nevertheless, in all candor and hon-
esty, it must be made clear to the Senate
and to the Nation that if the bill now
before us is sent back to the other body
for conference or for concurrence in




12010

Senate amendments, there is the possi-
bility that the bill will end up in the
Rules Committee and will die there.
Every Senator should recognize this fact,
and should reflect on the situation as we
proceed to consideration of the bill. If
the Senate truly wants statehood for
Alaska, we must make certain that the
will of the Senate—shared by a strong
majority of the other body—shall not be
overturned by a small committee of the
other body.

DIFFERENCES NOT GREAT

So let us first examine the differences
between the House and Senate bills.
They are not great. Both bills originally
were identical. Many amendments add-
ed by the Senate subcommittee also were
adopted in toto by the House committee,
But there were additional amendments
added on the House floor, and these now
provide the main distinguishing features
of H. R. 7999.

Let me review briefly the outstanding
differences between the bill now under
consideration, and the bill previously re-
ported by the Senate committee. It
should be quickly obvious that the dif-
ferences are of wording and language
rather than policy.

At the outset, the House bill requires
the voters of Alaska to answer the ques-
tion, “Shall Alaska immediately be ad-
mitted into the Union as a State?” No
one could object to such a plebiscite, and
there is certainly no policy issue inter-
jected by this question.

Another difference between the bills is
to be found in the provision for land
surveys. S. 49 authorizes an appropria-
tion of $15 million to survey lands in the
new State. The House bill does not.
Sinece our bill was reported by the com-
mittee, Alaska has found new sources of
revenue to finance her development—
sources that will far exceed the $15 mil-
lion we originally proposed to authorize,
If our bill were being reported now in-
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stead of a year ago, we, too, would have
made this change.

There is a difference in approach be-
tween the two bills with reference to
management and administration of
Alaska’s fish and wildlife resources.
S. 49 would permit the new State to
assume immediate jurisdiction over such
resources. The House bill would delay
the transfer of jurisdiction until the Sec-
retary of the Interior determines that
adequate provision Las been made by
Alaska to assume its responsibilities. In
both bills the end result would be
achieved; the only difference is one of
timing, because the intent of both bills
is clearly that Alaska is ultimately to
manage her own resources.

LEGAL AND TECHNICAL DIFFERENCES

Many of the remaining differences are
purely legal or technical. They are de-
signed to define more clearly some of
the jurisdictional prcblems involved be-
tween Alaska and the huge areas of the
State that may be reserved by the Fed-
eral Government. The objective of both
bills is identical. There is strong evi-
dence that the end product of both bills
would be identical.

Among the other differences is a provi-
sion in the Senate bill restating the ex-
isting constitutional law forbidding dis-
crimination by one State against citizens
of another State. Another difference
relates to providing the use of water
areas to aid in the performance of na-
tional forest logging operations. So
that all Members of the Senate may have
a clear understanding of the exact dif-
ferences between the two bills, I ask
unanimous consent that there be printed
in the Recorp at this point in my re-
marks a section-by-section comparison
of the two bills.

There being no objection, the compari-
son was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

SectioN BY SECTION COMPARISON OF S, 40 anp H, R. 7909

8. 49

Sectlon 1: Admission of Alaska to the
Union.
SBectlon 2: Defines boundaries.

Bectlon 3: State constitution shall be re-
publican in form.

Sectlon 4: Compact between the United
States and the people and State of Alaska.

Page 3, lines 11-12: “[Federal lands and In-
dian lands] shall be and remain under the
absolute control of the United States.”

Page 4, lines 8-14: The State may not un-
reasonably discriminate against mnonresi-
dents.

Bectlon B5: Title to Territorial TUnited
States lands confirmed in present owners.

Section 6: (a) Land selection for commu-
nity development,

No time limit.

Page 5, lines 12-13: Selection not to “affect
the validity of any existing coniract or any
walid.”

(b) Land selection for other purposes.

(e¢) Grant of land in Juneau.

(d) Additional grant in Juneau.

(e) Administration fish and wildlife re-
sources.

Administration turned over to State since
no provision made for Federal Government
to retain control.

H. R, 7999
Identical.

Identical.
Identiecal.
Identical except as below:

Page 3, lines 6 and 7: “shall be and remain
under the absolute jurisdiction aend control
of the United States.”

No provision.

Identical.
Identical except as below:

Twenty-five-year limit for selection of 800,-
000 acres of public land.

Page 5, lines 2-3: Selectlon not to “affect
any valid."

Identical,
Identical.
Identical.
Identical except as below:

Administration retalned by Federal Gov-
ernment until the Secretary of the Interlor
certifies that the State has made “adequate
provision.” ‘Pages 6-7, lines 19-25, 1-2, re-
spectively.
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SecTION BY BECTION COMPARISON OF

B. 49

Page T, lines 8-9: “or such lands and per=
sonal property wutilized in connection with"
fish and wildlife research retalned by the
United States.

(f) Support of public schools.

(g) 1215 percent of timber sales to go to
State in addition to the 256 percent as pald
to other States.

(h) Method of selecting land.

Page 9, lines 6-7: “Except as provided for
national-forest lands in subsection (a), all
lands granted” in conformity with regula-
tions of the Secretary.

(i) Leases under Mineral Leasing Act and
Alaska Coal Leasing Act.

(}) Grants include mineral deposits.

(k) Notice of intent to select land prevents
Federal withdrawal for 5 years except for
military or naval purposes or by Act of Con~-
gress.

(1) Bchools provided for shall remain pub-
lic and no proceeds from land grants to be
used for sectarian or denominational schools.

(m) Previous grants confirmed.

Page 14, lines 16-18: “all lands * * * in-
cluding the interests, powers and rights of
the United States under any contract, lease,
permit or license outstanding with relation
to any of such lands, shall * * *.”

Page 14, lines 21-23: “but such repeal and
grant shall not affect the terms or validity
of any outstanding lease, permit, license, or
contract issued under sald section 1, as
amended, or otherwise, or any * * *.”

Page 15, llnes 2-4: “as amended.”

Page 15, lilne 1: “such repeal and grant
1r0m - & Clu

(n) Grants in lieu of internal improve-
ment grants.

(o) Applicability of Submerged Lands Act.

Pages 15-16, lines 20-256 and 1-B, respec-
tively: Alaska must provide access over
tidelands and necessary water areas to ald
performance of national forest logging con-
tracts,

Section 7: Proclamation for elections.

Section 8: (a) Procedure for calling elec=
tion.

Page 17, line 10: “sald elections, as so
ascertained, to the President * * *»

(b) Ballot to be submitted.

Page 17, line 17: “or rejection, the follow-
ing propositions;"

No provision.

Page 18, line 6: “In the event the fore-
going propositions are adopted * * *.”

Page 18, lines 10-11: “In the event the
foregoing propositions are not * * *.*

{c) Presidential proclamation.

(d) Territorial laws continue in effect.

Sectlon 9: State entitled to one Represent-
ative.

Bection 10:
thorized.

(b) Area for such withdrawals defined.

(c) Btate jurisdiction within withdrawals.

Pages 23-24, lines 16-24, and 1-5, respec~
tively: State may enact new tax laws affect-
ing persons and corporations within with-
drawals,

(d) State authority within withdrawals.

(1) General laws of Congress,

(2) Military enactments.

(3) Existing laws in withdrawals.

(4) United States Commissioners.

(5) Municipal corporations.

Pages 25-26, 19-25 and 1-5, respectively:
“All functions vested in any municipal cor-
poration, school district, or other local
political subdivision by the laws described
in this subsection, including the function of
enacting and enforcing new or amendatory
laws, rules or regulations, shall continue to
be performed within the withdrawals by

(a) Defense withdrawals au-

T
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8. 40 Anp H. R. 7990—Continued
H. R. 7999
Page 7, line 6: “or in connection
Wit =+ &%
Identical.
No provision.

(g) Identical except as below:
Page 8, lines 18-19: “Except as provided in
subsection (a), all lands granted * * *.*

(h) Identical,

(1) Identical.
No provision.

(j)Identical.

(k) Identical except as below.
Pages 12-13, lines 25 and 1, respectively:
*all lands *'** ghall & ®

Page 13, lines 3-5: “but such repeal shall
not affect any outstanding lease, permit,
license or contract lssued under said sec-
tion 1, as amended, or any * * *.”

Page 13, lines 8-11: “as amended, or de-
rived thereafter from any disposition of the
reserved lands or an interest therein made
prior to such repeal.”

Page 13, lines 7-8: “such repeal irom * * *.”

(1) Identical.

(m) Identical except as below:
No provision.

Identical.
Identical except as below:

Page 15, line 4: "said elections to the Pres-
ident * * ».»

Identlcal except as below:

Page 15, line 11: “or rejection, by separate
ballot on each, the following propositions:™

Page 15, lines 13-14: “(1) Shall Alaska
immediately be admitted into the Union as
a State?”

Page 16, line 1: “In the event each of the
foregoing propositions is adopted * * *.”

Page 16, lines 5-6: “In the event any one
of the foregoing propositions is not * * *.”

Identical.

Identical.

Identical.

Identical.

Identical.
Identical except as below:
No provision.

Identical except as below:

Identical.

Identical.

Identical.

Identical.

Identical except as below:

Pages 22-23, lines 20-25 and 1-2, respec-
tively: “All functions vested in any munieci-
pal corporation, school district, or other local
political subdivision by the laws deseribed
in this subsection shall continue to be
performed within the withdrawals by such
corporation, district, or other subdivision,
and the laws of the State or the laws or
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SeECTION BY SECTION COMPARISON OF S. 49 anp H. R. 7999—Continued

such corporations, district or other subdi-
vision, and the ezisting and future laws and
ordinances of such municipalities or local
political subdivisions, shall be in full force
and effect notwithstanding any withdrawals
made under this section:”

Page 26, lines 5-13: Inconsistent ordi-
nances and State laws designed for the
purpose of defeating Federal jurisdiction in-
operative.

(6) Performance of functions otherwise
performed by State officers or agencies.

Page 26, line 19: "by such persons or agen-
cles * * * [to be appointed by the Presi-
dentl.”

(7) United States District Court jurisdic-
tion.

(e) United States jurisdiction not limited
by the description of laws to be in effect.

(f) Specific protection of rights under
eminent domain.

Section 11: (a) Mount McKinley National
Park.

(b) Military reservations.

Page 28, lines 24-25: “[owned by the] * * *
United States and used and held for Defense
or Coast * * *.

Section 12: Technical changes in existing
laws.

Page 30, lines 6-7: “Effective upon the ad-
mission of the State of Alaska into * * *»

Section 13: Pending litigation shall not
abate.

Section 14: Appeals from District Court of
Alaska.

Section 15: Pending litigation transferred.

Section 16: Jurlsdiction of State courts.

Section 17: Appeals from State courts to
United States Supreme Court.

Section 18: Termination of Territorial dis-
trict court.

Page 36, line 19: “The provisions of this
act relating tothe * * *7,

Page 37, lines 6-13: Territorial court to
handle cases in State jurisdiction until State
asserts readiness to assume.

Section 19: Federal Reserve Act amended.

Page 37, lilne 21: *'When the State of
Alaska or any State Is hereafter ¥ * *

Bection 20: Repeal coal withdrawal act of
1914.

Section 21: Authorizes appropriation of $15
million for land surveys.

- Section 22: (a) Distribution of coal pro-
ts,

(b) Distribution of mineral profits.

Section 23: Federal Maritime Board juris-
diction.

No provision.

Section 24:
Section 25:
Section 26:
Section 27:
Section 28:
Section 29:
Section 30:
Section 31:

Nationality.

Immigration Act.
Immigration Act.
Immigration Act.
Immigration Act.
Immigration Act.
Separability clause.

All acts in conflict repealed.

H. R. 7999
ordinances of such municipalities or local
political subdivision shall remain in full
force and effect notwi any with-
drawals made under this section.

No specific provision.

Identical except as below:

Page 23, line 8: "by such civilian individ-
uals or civilian agencies * * *

Identical.
Identical.
No provision.
Identical.

Identical except as below:
Page 25, lines 6-7: “United States and held -
for military, naval, Air Force or Coast * * *.»

Identical except as below:

Page 26, line 14: “Effective upon the ad-
mission of Alaska into * * *.)
Identical.

Identical.

Identical.
Identical.
Identical.

Identical except as below.

Page 33, lines 3-4: "The provisions of the
sreceding sections with respect to the * * *.»
No provision.

Identical except as below:

Page 33, line 24: “‘When the State of
Alaska is hereafter * * *.*

Identical.

No provision.
Section 28: (a) Identical.

Section 28: (b) Identical.
Section 27: (b) Identical.

Section 27: (a) Applies to Alaska an ex-
emption from the coastwise sabotage law
now applicable to all other States.

Section 21: Identleal,

Section 22: Identieal.

Section 23: Identical.

Section 24: Identical.

Section 25: Identical.

Section 26: Identical.

Bection 29: Identical.

Section 30: Identical.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, what
are the provisions of the statehood bill?

To begin with, the usual provisions are
included relating to a republican form
of State government, definition of bound-
aries, transfer of court jurisdiction, and
a popular referendum on the act of state-
hood itself. These are provisions that
were included in the last 10 statehood
bills passed by Congress since 1889.

Sections 1 through 5 of H. R. 7999
deal with all of these subjects—except
the referendum—plus the subject of land
rights and titles. Section 6 relates to
public lands in the Territory—a subject

which, I might add, has formed an im-
portant part of every statehood bill en-
acted by Congress since 1889. This sec-
tion can correctly be described as an im-
portant key to statehood.
LAND-GRANT PROVISIONS

Basically, the new State of Alaska
would be granted the right to select 103,-
550,000 acres of land now owned by the
Federal Government. There are restric-
tions, of course, so that defense installa-
tions and other land needed by the Fed-
eral Government will not be affected.
Part of this grant—800,000 acres—will
be for the express purpose of community
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development and the expansion of recre-
ational areas. The remainder will be for
the purpose of getting the land out of
Federal ownership and onto the tax rolls
to help expand the existing base for self-
government.

These grants should be considered in
licht of the fact that 99.9 percent of
the entire land area in Alaska is owned
by the Federal Government. State own-
ership of some of these lands will pro-
vide the necessary encouragement for the
complete and efficient development of
the natural resources they contain. Just
as previous States received lands for rail-
roads and schools and other purposes,
Alaska would be given land with which
to encourage the internal improvements
necessary to her future growth and de-
velopment.

This is not to suggest that the land
selection is needed to keep the new State
from going into deficit spending. Alaska
is a going concern. As a maftter of fact,
Alaska is currently financing, by means
of its own revenues, all functions and
services it is permitted to carry on. The
Territorial government has no debt, and
actually has a cash surplus. The addi-
tional activities Alaska would engage in
after statehood is granted can normally
be expected to be financed through the
additional revenues which also would be-
come available to Alaska as a State.

ALASEA'S FAIR SHARE

The need for land grants is instead
related to the right of the people of
Alaska to enjoy a fair share of their own
resources. All that is being proposed in
the statehood bill is to transfer to the
people of Alaska a part of the resources
of the Territory so that the people of the
new State may use and develop their land
for the general good and welfare. Today
the people of Alaska find themselves in a
sort of Federal trusteeship—without the
right to vote, without the right to develop
their resources, without the righf to the
fullest enjoyment of economic and politi-
cal democracy. Statehood would change
all that for Alaska, just as it has done for
the people in other Territories when they
became full and equal members of the
Union.

It should be noted that the grants pro-
vided for by the statehood bill are in lieu
of internal improvement grants given
other States under existing statutes. In
the historical context, the grants to
Alaska are a smaller proportion of avail-
able public land than were the grants
made to many States admitted to the
Union during the past 100 years. In
previous cases of statehood, private land
ownership had developed. to the point
were substantial holdings had been re-
corded, thereby reducing the proportion
of Federal land in the State. Thus,
grants of public lands in those States—
ranging as high as 31 percent of the
State's total area, in the case of North
Dakota—actually represented signifi-
cantly higher proportions of available
Federal land than the land Alaska will
rg;ei\ve under the provisions of House bill
7999.

CHARGES OF GIVEAWAY

While we are looking at this question
in the historical context, it may be inter-
esting to examine the charge of give-
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away that has been made against the
land selection provision of House bill
7999. As each Territory came to be ad-
mitted to the Union, large areas of fed-
erally-held land were transferred to the
new State for support of schools, for de-
velopment of communities and commu-
nity facilities, and for encouragement of
industries such as railroads. For exam-
ple, in North Dakota, 24 percent of her
entire land area was given by the Fed-
eral Government directly to railroad
companies. Another T percent of the
State’s total land area was given directly
to the State government. In the case of
California, 12 percent of the State’s total
land area was given to the railroads, and
another 9 percent was given directly to
the new State. All these figures refer to
transfers of Federal land holdings. To
cite another example, my own State of
Washington received in Federal grants
about 7 percent of its total land area,
while another 22 percent was given di-
rectly to the railroads by the Federal
Government.

In the case of Alaska, the total land
grant amounts to about 28 percent, a
figure that is not out of line with the
Federal Government’s previous grants of
public lands in North Dakota, Washing-
t-O;l, Arizona, and Kansas, to name only
a few.

There is another aspect to this give-
away charge. Let us look not only at
what the Federal Government is giving
away, but also at what the Federal Gov-
ernment will keep. In many States, the
Federal Government has kept less land
than it gave away. Examples which
might be cited include South Dakota.
There, the Federal Government granted
7 percent of the total land area to the
State, and now retains only 6.2 percent.
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In Oklahoma, the Federal Government
today holds 2.3 percent of the State area,
but its grants to the State government
totaled approximately 7 percent. In my
own State of Washington, where 29 per-
cent of the State’s area was given away
in grants, the Federal Government re-
tains about 30 percent of the area of the
State.

FEDERAL HOLDINGS NOT DESIRABLE

The point is not that Federal land-
holdings are to be desired; as a matter
of fact, excessive holdings of Federal
land in the West are a continuing probh-
lem to our expanding industries and
cities. The point, instead, is to put the
giveaway charge in its proper perspec-
tive. When all the grants in Alaska will
have been exercised by the new State,
the Federal Government will still retain
nearly 72 percent of the total area of
the new State. Only in the case of the
State of Nevada will Federal holdings he
a greater proportion. Certainly this can-
not be characterized as a giveaway. Any
attempt to do so ignores the fact that
the Federal Government has given
greater proportions of its holdings to
other States and private companies than
it proposes to give to Alaska. These
earlier grants were not called giveaways;
they were hailed as a necessary encour-
agement for the future development of
the new States.

For the information of my colleagues,
I ask unanimous consent that there be
printed in the Recorp, at this point in
my remarks, a table indicating the
various grants of public land made in a
number of States.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

Present | Present | Grantsto Federal Federal | Total
State Total acres | Federal | Federal | railroad grants to grants | Federal
land Teseérves | corpora- States (State) grants
tions

Percent | Percent | Percent Acres Percent | Percent
ArIZomR. oo ccnssm i a g 72, 688, 44.5 40. 6 11 10, 543, 758 14 25
Oalilormii e e 100, 513, 600 47.0 20.6 12 8, 832, 803 ] 21
Colorado. -| 66,510,080 36.3 20,9 3 4,471, 604 7 10
65.2 42.7 2 4, 267, 866 8 10
| P S 8 7, 704, 668 15 23
20.9 22.8 16 5, 963, 338 8 22
1y | SRS e 15 3, 458, T11 T 2
H7.1 10.3 7 2, 725, 826 3 10
33.7 15.0 4 12, 803, 113 14 18
G 4.2 3.8 24 3, 163, 552 7 31
Oklahom 44,170, 840 2.8 oA | MESERER— 3, 095, 760 7 T
Teg 51.3 26.2 6 , 032, 847 11 17
5 6.2 L e AR AL 3, 435, 373 7 (]

‘ox: , 648, T e R ISR 180, 000 . 001 . 001

J W . 440 70.2 47.9 7, 523, 042 14 18
'f 42, 743, 040 0.9 28.6 2 3, 045, 751 7 29
§ LI 62, 403, 840 47.8 20.5 4, 342, 520 7 16
Alaska, 865, 481, 600 190.9 i 2l BRI (103, 350, 000)| 28 28

1 This would be reduced to 71.7 percent under H. R, 7990,

2 Plus defense withdrawal area of 176,588,800 acres. Unduplicalet] reserves and withdrawals could constitute as

much as 70 percent.

Mr. JACKSON. Other parts of sec-
tion 6 of the bill before us deal with the
method of selecting the land grants, pro-
tection of existing contracts for use of
public lands, and application of existing
laws to land usage and rights in Alaska.

Next in sequence are sections outlining
Alaska’s representation in Congress and
the method of holding a vote to confirm
that the people want statehood and are
willing to assume the obligations of state=
hood. These are found in sections 7, 8,
and 9.

One of the most important sections of
the bill, one which erased the opposi-
tion of the administration, is section 10,
which provides for the national defense
withdrawal areas. Because of Alaska's
strategic position in today’s polar-ori-
ented age, provision has been made for
the President to establish national
defense withdrawals in the area that
can be roughly described as the northern
and western half of the Territory. At
any time after passage of the statehood
bill, the President can, by proclamation,
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withdraw as much Iand in this area as
he feels necessary for the national de-
fense. Immediately upon such a proc-
Jamation, the Federal Government will
assume complete jurisdiction and sole
legislative, judicial, and executive power
within the area. There are specific ex-
ceptions, of course, in making allowance
for cities and other political subdivisions.
But the overriding concern is for the na-
tional defense, a concern fully shared
and accepted by the people of Alaska.
This section of the statehood bill was
written by the Department of Interior,
in consultation with the Department of
Defense, and bears the specific approval
of the administration.

ADMINISTRATION SUFPFORTS DEFENSE
WITHDREAWALS

To make perfectly clear the position
of the administration with regard to
Federal control of the defense-with-
drawal area, I ask unanimous consent
that there be printed in the REcorp at
this point in my remarks a statement
entitled “Governmental Powers in Es-
tablished National Defense Areas,” to-
gether with a letter from the Acting
Secretary of the Interior to me trans-
mitting the statement.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and letter were ordered to bhe
printed in the REecorp, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D. C., April 23, 1957.
Hon., HENRY M. JACKSON,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR BENATOR JACKSON: During the hear-
ings on S. 49, you asked that we prepare
for the record a statement pertaining to the
civil rights of residents of Alaska in the
event the President exercised the authority
to establish special national defense areas in
accordance with the provisions of our pro-
posed section 10 of S. 49.

It is, of course, difficult to catalog civil
rights as such, and we would not like to ap-
pear to foreclose the existence of any civil
right to any resident of Alaska merely be-
cause of an inadvertence on our part. In
addition, the discussion which took place
at the hearing when the request was made,
indicated that there was a need to clarify the
relationship of Federal, State, and local au-
thorities to one another upon the establish-
ment of such a national defense withdrawal,
Therefore, we trust you will agree that the
enclosed statement setting forth not what
civil rights exist, but the authority and the
source thereof, the exercise of which might
affect the rights of Alaskans, will clarify the
position taken by the administration and
provide a further record to indicate our in-
tent in regard to the amendments we pro-
posed.

Bincerely yours,
HATFIELD CHILSON,
Acting Secretary of the Interior.

GOVERNMENTAL POWERS IN ESTABLISHED
NATIONAL DEFENSE AREAS

Bubject to certain specified exceptions, the
basic concept on which the proposed section
10 is founded may be stated to be designed,
in general, to specify that in such areas that
are established, the administration of Gov=-
ernment shall be exercised by Federal author-
ity exclusively. BSuch administration of Gov=-
ernment shall be based upon the Federal Con-
stitution, Congressional enactments, and
State laws, to the extent that they are not in-
consistent with Federal laws applicable to the
area.
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Prlor to the exercise of the authority by the
President, the State will have concurrent
jurisdiction with the Federal Government
over all public lands, not otherwise areas of
exclusive jurisdiction, such as military reser-
vations established prior to statehood. This
State jurisdiction would extend to police
power, exercised by the State through legls-
lative and executive action. The courts of
the State would have jurisdiction over crim-
inal and civil actions throughout Alaska.
Municipalities, of course, would be the crea-
tion of and subject to State law.

If the President should exercise the au-
thority to establish a special national de-
fense area, the Executive order or proclama-
tion would specify the area and could deline~
ate exceptions from the requirement of ex-
clusive Federal jurisdiction. In this state-
ment, for the purpose of an example only,
we assume that the President will issue an
order which will acquire for the Federal Gov-
ernment complete Federal jurisdiction, sub-
ject to the specific exceptions set forth in our
proposed section 10.

Upon the issuance of such an order, all
State laws applicable in the area covered by
the order become Federal laws for the pur-
poses of administration and enforcement, ex-
cept those of, or pertaining to, municipal-
ities and voting privileges. All such laws
would be enforced by the person or persons
designated by the President. The Congress
could, after the issuance of an order estab-
lishing a national defense area, amend, re-
vise, or suspend such State laws during the
period of exclusive Federal jurisdiction. In
the event any State law, as adopted pursuant
to proposed section 10, is in conflict with
Federal law, such State law will not be
adopted as Federal law for it is our intent
to incorporate into these amendments a rule
which is similar to the rule of international
law which operates to continue in effect those
laws of the former soverelgn applicable in
the area st the time jurisdiction is ceded to
another sovereign to the extent that such
laws are not in conflict with the laws or
policies of the new sovereign, until such laws
are modified or changed by the new sovereign.

However, our amendments specifically ex-
cept from the State laws which would be
adopted as Federal laws, those laws of, or
pertaining to, municipalities, and State laws
relating to elections. Also, the municipali-
ties and other local subdivisions will con-
tinue to function under State law within
the special national defense areas. One par-
ticular reason for this exception is the desire
to preserve the right of such entities to carry
out their school and local welfare programs.
Outside of local political subdivisions, most
of the burden of these programs is now on
the Federal Government and will continue to
be a Federal responsibility, regardless of
statehood, so long as the native population
continues under Federal supervision.

Jurisdiction over all causes of actions oc-
curring or arising within established na-
tional defense areas, whether based on Fed-
eral law or State law adopted as Federal
law, will be vested in the Federal District
Court for the District of Alaska. The civil
rights of any civillan within an established
special national defense area would be deter-
mined by the Federal Constitution, laws
passed by the Congress, and, to the extent
that they are not in conflict with Federal
law, the laws of Alaska as adopted by this
act.

These amendments are designed to give
the President authority to act, without the
existence of a national emergency, to estab-
lish special areas which the President deter-
mines necessary for the defense of the United
States. This proposal is not intended to au-
thorize the creation of an area in which
martial law would govern and it is not re-
lated to those conditions which would give
rise to the exercise of martial law. If pri-
vate property must be utilized for the de-
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fense effort within an established national
defense area, it will be acquired through
normal purchase or condemnation processes.
Slnce 99 percent of the land north and west
of the line is federally owned at this time,
the problem of land acquisition should not
be too acute. We believe that all private
and personal rights of residents of any area,
established under the terms of the proposed
section 10 for special national defense pur-
poses, will be adequately protected under the
Constitution of the United States, the laws
passed by the Congress, and the laws of the
State not inconsistent with Federal law,
The establishment of special national de-
fense areas would in no way affect the con-
tinued applicabllity of the Bill of Rights and
other constitutional safeguards to persons
and property located within the area. .
In summary, it might be stated that th

only substantial change which would result
from the establishment of such areas, insofar
as persons or property would be affected, is
that their rights would be enforceable only
in the Federal court, whereas prior to the
establishment of the special national defense
area, rights of persons or in property would
be litigated in a Federal or a State court,
depending upon the established rules of
court jurisdiction.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, section
11 of the bill provides for continuing
Federal jurisdiction over Mount McKin-
ley National Park and existing military
reservations. Sections 12 through 18 deal
with the changeover from Territorial
courts to State courts and a Federal dis-
trict court. All of the remaining sections
of the statehood bill provide the neces-
sary amendments to existing laws, so that
Alaska will have equal treatment with
the other States with reference to immi-
gration, Federal Reserve bank require-
ments, and other laws. There is also a
provision to retain the jurisdiction of the
Federal Maritime Board over waterborne
commerce.

These, then, are the terms under which
Alaska would be admitted to the Union
of States as a full and equal partner.
These are the terms that have been
worked over and refined through years
of study and thousands of pages of hear-
ings. The first bill for Alaska statehood
was introduced 42 years ago, and addi-
tional bills have been introduced in
every Congress since 1943. Eleven hear-
ings have been held—2 of them in Alas-
ka, the others here in Washington.
More than 4,000 pages of testimony have
been published.

A TIME FOR DECISION

There can be no doubt that the record
is complete. The facts are before us. All
that remains is the decision. Certainly,
no bill is perfect, whether it comes from
the Senate or from the House. As an
attorney, I might look at the bill before
us and might point to language that—if
no other considerations were present—I
might want to change. But, as an at-
torney and as a Senator, I can look at the
bill before us and can say with all hon-
esty that it is a better statehood bill than
has ever before been voted on by the
Senate,

Our objective is statehood. It can be
achieved now. Subsequent legislation
may become necessary, as indeed has
been the case following the admission
of other States. But as we consider this
bill, let us address ourselves to the one,
single gquestion: Are we for statehood
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for Alaska, or are we not? Let history
record our answer.
During the delivery of Mr. JACKSON'S

speech,

Mr, CHURCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. CHURCH. Icommend the distin-

guished junior Senator from Washington
for pointing up at this early stage in the
debate the dangers which confront state-
hood in the event the Senate should
choose to amend the bill. In that con-
nection, the chairman of the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, the sen-
jor Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR-
rAY]1, circulated a letter to the Members
of the Senate stating the reasons why,
owing to the peculiar parliamentary sit-
uation in the House, any amendment to
the bill before the Senate might place
statehood itself in fatal jeopardy.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent, with the permission of the junior
Senator from Washington, to have
printed in the Recorp the text of the
letter signed by Senator James E. MUR-
RrAY, chairman of the committee, and cir-
culated to all Members of the Senate, so
that it may become a part of the RECorp
in the remarks of the Senator from
Washington.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent, further, that this
colloquy, together with the letter of the
senior Senator from Montana, appear at
the conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The letter ordered to be printed in the
REecorp is, as follows:

UNITED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR
AND INSULAR AFFAIRS,
June 17, 1958.
Hon. FRaANK CHURCH,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SenaTor: The Alaska statehood bill,
H. R. 7909, passed by the House on May 28,
has been scheduled for action on the floor of
the Senate in the very near future.

This bill does not differ in any important
respect from S. 49, reported last spring by
the Benate Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs. Thus, on the face of it, the sit-
uation is favorable.

However, if the Senate injects any amend-
ments, a serious parliamentary entanglement
would ensue. So far as I can now determine,
there are only two methods whereby the
House could send the bill to a conference.
One would be by securing unanimous con-
sent, and the other would be by way of clear-
ance from the Rules Committee, It is appar-
ent that unanimous consent could not be
obtained, and previous experience with the
bill before the Rules Committee indicates
that affirmative action would not be forth-
coming.

I therefore earnestly hope that all sup-
porters of Alaska statehood, in the interest
of the overall objective, will oppose any
amendments and pass the bill as is. It is
sufficiently satisfactory to E. L. Bartlett,
Delegate from Alaska, and Alaska's Ernest
Gruening and William A. Egan, both Sena-
tors-elect, and Ralph J. Rivers, Representa=
tive-elect, under the Alaska-Tennessee plan,
g0 they feel i1t would be better to pass it in
this form than to risk its being lost in a
procedural snarl.

Sincerely yours,
Jamres E. MURRAY,
Chairman.
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Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Washington yield to
me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHURCH in the chair). Does the Senator
from Washington yield to the Senator
from Oregon?

Mr. JACKSON. I am happy to yield.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I wish to com-
mend the Senator from Washington,
who, as chairman of the Territories
Subcommittee, on which I am privileged
to serve, is our floor leader in the his-
toric effort to add a 49th star to the flag
of our country. I think the Senator
from Washington deserves a great deal
of credit for the statesmanlike way he
has presided over the hearings and the
deliberations in our subcommittee, which
have resulted in bringing this crucial
issue for consideration to the floor of the
Senate today.

He, like myself, has a geographic in-
terest in this measure, because I think
our two States of Washington and Ore-
gon are the closest to Alaska and have
the greatest ties and bonds with Alaska.

I should like to ask the able Senator
from Washington a question, which has
come to my desk a number of times, in
regard to one of the provisions of the
bill as passed by the House of Repre-
sentatives. I shall do so because he has
very correctly emphasized the impor-
tance of the passage, without amend-
ment, of the bill as passed by the House
of Representatives, so it can then go
directly fo the desk of the President for
his signature.

In the bill as passed by the House we
find a provision which deals with the
great fisheries and wildlife resources of
the present Territory of Alaska. It pro-
vides that the new State itself cannot
take over the management of these wild-
life resources—and by “wildlife” I mean
big game, fisheries, and waterfowl and
other bird life—until the management
plan drafted by the new State govern-
ment has been approved by the Secre-
tary of the Interior. Of course, that
means the Fish and Wildlife Service,
which technically advises the Secretary
of the Interior in regard to these matters,

It has been my impression that this
provision is reasonable, that there is no
reason for our even considering deleting
it from the bill as passed by the House
of Representatives, and that the Senate
should approve it.

I particularly ask this question be-
cause, as the Senator from Washington
knows, I have taken an especial interest
in wildlife, in general; and in wildlife
conservation, in particular.

So I should like to have him comment
on that provision of the bill

Mr. JACKSON. It is my understand-
ing that this language was included after
having been offered as an amendment on
the floor of the House. I also under-
stand that it was accepted by the chair-
man of the Territories Subcommittee of
the House, and was accepted by the
House unanimously.

I see nothing in the provision that will
injure the new State or will be unwork-
able.
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PROPER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

As I understand, the philosophy be-
hind this provision is that, inasmuch as
fish and wildlife resources are a tre-
mendous part of the overall resources of
Alaska, it is the intent of the Congress
to make sure that those resources are
properly managed in the interests of the
people of the new State. That being
the case, it is the intent of the Congress
to make sure that adequate provision
has been made by the new State before
its resources are turned over to it.

As the Senator from Oregon knows,
the Fish and Wildlife Service now ad-
ministers both fish and wildlife resources
in the Territory. It has a very large
number of personnel engaged in that
effort. I understand the Department
has no objection to this provision in the
bill, because its ultimate objective is to
provide for more effective management
during the period of transition from
Federal control to State control.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I am very pleased
to have that explanation of this particu-
lar wildlife and fisheries provision from
the Senator from Washington. I felt it
was necessary to have the explanation in
the REcorp because a number of Sena-
tors have asked about it. I join the
Senator from Washington in believing,
and stating very clearly, this provision
should stay in the bill. I think it is rea-
sonable. I know that the representa-
tives of the Territory have no objection
to it, and, we trust, those of the new
State of Alaska will have no objection
to it. I know outstanding conservation
and wildlife and outdoor groups in our
country support it. I feel our Fish and
Wildlife Service, which has had such
long experience in Alaska, will be rea-
sonable and fair and equitable with re-
spect to administering this particular
section of the bill.

Mr. JACKSON. I think the fact that
it was adopted unanimously by the House
of Representatives speaks eloquently for
it so far as the other side of the Capitol
is concerned. To my knowledge, the
members of the subcommittee are in
agreement that it shall be our objective
to pass the House bill without amend-
ment, in order to avoid the possibility
of the failure of the House and the Sen-
ate to enact this bill.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I quite agree with
the Senator from Washington.

Mr. JACKSON. I should like to take
this opportunity once again to express
my appreciation, first to the ranking
Republican member of the subcommit-
tee, the Senator from California [Mr.
KvucrHEL], and then our colleagues, the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER],
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Nevu-
BERGER], and the Senator from Colorado
[Mr, Carrorr], for the invaluable help
given to our subcommittee, ably sup-
ported by the chairman of our full com-
mittee, the senior Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MURRAY].

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JACKSON. I am very happy to
yield to the Senator from California.

Mr, KUCHEL. I should like the Rec-
orp very clearly to indicate my own
pride in my membership on the sub-
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committee which drafted the bill. The
subcommittee has been ably presided
over by my friend from Washington, the
distinguished junior Senator from that
State [Mr. Jackson]1, and he and I had
the pleasure—and it was a pleasure—to
listen, as members of the subcommittee,
to the testimony which was adduced
before us in support of statehood for
Alaska. After hearing once again the
evidence, we of the Territories Subcom-
mittee painstakingly prepared a bill
which subsequently was approved by the
full committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs and was reported to the Senate
without one dissenting vote.

The patience and the ability, legal
and otherwise, of the distinguished
junior Senator from Washington have
put their indelible stamp on the work of
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs preparing and reporting the bill
to the Senate. We now have before us
the statehood for Alaska bill as passed
by the House of Representatives.

I should like to ask my able friend
whether, in his opinion, if the Senate
approves the pending House bill, H. R.
7999, in its present form, the measure
will substantially reflect the spirit and
legislative intent of the bill so carefully
and painstakingly worked out by his sub-
committee providing for statehood for
Alaska.

Mr. JACKSON, I am glad the distin-
guished junior Senator from California
has asked that question, because it should
be made clear that the Senate committee
believes that most of the amendments
were clarifying in nature and do not
constitute a change in the policy of the
bill. I have already described some of
the major differences and their effect,
and I shall mention two others in order
to make clear what I mean.

LOGGING CONTRACTS

The Senate committee inserted some
specific language to indicate that exist-
ing logging contracts, for instance, relat-
ing to timber in national forests, will
remain in effect and that suitable water
areas will be provided to allow the per-
formance of those contracts as it was
contemplated by all parties when they
were executed several years ago. The
Senate committee does not believe that
the State of Alaska would, under any
circumstances, attempt to interfere with
the proper performance of such con-
tracts, and, of course, the contracts are
protected by the Constitution of the
United States.

I refer specifically to contracts be-
tween private companies—pulp and
paper companies—with the Forest
Service.

Moreover, the committee believes the
contracts themselves, which contemplate
long periods of time for performance,
carry the implied, if not the specific, pro-
vision that the operators will be entitled
to use necessary means of access and
water areas to fulfill the terms of the
contract. Since we believe these condi-
tions are required and will not in any
event be interfered with, we do not con-
sider it necessary to make specific men-
tion of it in the act.
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RIGHTS OF NONRESIDENTS

Another example is the provision the
Senate committee included in section 4
of the bill, by which the future State
was admonished not to discriminate
against nonresidents—referring to indi-
viduals, partnerships, corporations, busi-
ness entities of all kinds as well as to
individual persons. This provision is, of
course, a restatement of the constitu-
tional law on this point, and we do not
believe that it is necessary to restate it
specifically in the bill. Obviously the
lack of specific mention is not intended
as meaning, and certainly will not be
construed to indicate, that we favor any
relaxation of the Constitution as it ap-
plies to other States.

In other words, the situation in which
we find ourselves in connection with the
discussion of the stetehood bill on the
floor of the Senate is that, in order to
get a bill passed, we must pass the House
bill without amendment. By taking up
the House bill and not taking up the
Senate committee bill, we do not want to
create the legislative impression that we
have dropped provisions in the Senate
committee bill which were intended to
clarify what might be construed as cer-
tain ambiguities in the House bill. In
other words, it is our purpose to make it
clear, and to make it a part of the legis-
lative history and the record of this de-
bate, that the action taken to get the
House bill passed is purely a procedural
one, and we do not intend to minimize
the action previously taken by the com-
mittee.

I take it my colleague, who is the
ranking minority member of the subcom-
mittee, is of the same impression.

Mr. KUCHEL. I am, indeed, and I
think it is extremely important that the
Recorp demonstrate that the answer
which the able junior Senator from
Washington has just given represents
the unanimous feeling of the Members
of the Senate Interior and Insular Af-
fairs Committee as it finally reported the
bill to the Senate; and, beyond that, the
legislative history as the junior Senator
from Washington has made it in answer
to my question represents, I feel sure,
the intention by which the Senate will
stand up to be counted on the House
approved bill.

Mr, JACKSON. We believe the pro-
visions referred to in the bill reported by
the Senate committee are covered in the
House bill. Our only point was that we
thought our language was a little more
clear, shall we say, on the specific points
which were contained in the amend-
ments as approved by the committee,

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President,
with all due deference to my distin-
guished colleague, the chairman of the
committee [Mr. Murray], who devoted
most of his remarks yesterday to the de-
fense of the proposition that the bill to
be acted on is pretty much like the bill
the Senate committee previously re-
ported, and therefore we should not be
too critical of the differences; and with
all due deference to my able and es-
teemed colleague from Washington [Mr.
Jackson]l, who has worked for years on
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this subject, who knows it as possibly no
other man does, and who is as sincere in
believing Alaska should have statehood
now as I am in believing Alaska should
not; let me say I can understand the un-
easiness expressed by our colleague from
California when he asks, “Can you as-
sure the Senate that the House bill,
which contains so many things different
from the Senate committee bill, is to all
intents and purposes the same as the
Senate committee bill, and therefore
Members of the Senate should stand up
and be counted?”

Mr. President, let me remind my dis-
tinguished colleagues from the west coast
that in April 1865, General Grant told us
in the South substantially this: “There
was a provision in the Constitution for
you to come into the Union, but there is
no provision for you to leave it.” 'That
settled that issue.

We are asked to vote on something
which is irrevocable. It is as irrevocable
as the laws of the Medes and the
Persians. Whatever we do now for
about 100,000 Americans in Alaska, who
are fine citizens, is going to stand perma-
nently. Whatever advantages we give
them over the public domain, which now
belongs to all the people of the United
States, will stand as long as the Union
endures.

The Senator says there is not much
difference between the two bills. There
is one little difference about how many
acres are to be given to Alaska. I think
there is a difference of about 80 million
acres between what the House proposes
to give and what the Senate committee is
willing to give.

The House bill would provide that for
25 years Alaska can select the choicest
areas which may subsequently be de-
veloped for oil and strategic minerals,
and claim that land in tracts of a little
over 5,000 acres. That provision was not
in the Senate committee bill.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERTSON. We have an il-
lustration in the civil rights bill.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERTSON. I will yield in a
moment.

Last year the Senate would not let the
House civil rights bill go to the commit-
tee, as the rules provide, where it could
have been analyzed before it came be-
fore the Senate for consideration and
Senators could have been put on notice
that the bill carried some provisions re-
garding the use of force, for instance,
in the enforcement of civil rights de-
crees. That provision was in the House
bill, but nobody knew it was there until
the bill came on the floor and was sub-
jected to debate.

It is now asked that we again bypass
a committee. We have the hearings of
last year with respect to Alaska state-
hood. There have been no hearings this
year. We have no analysis of the House
bill. We are asked to forget about what
is in the Senate committee bill and ac-
cept an assurance that the differences
are not too material.

Even though we know we could get a
better bill, and even though we know
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when we vote, assuming the bill passes—
and all the proponents say it is bound
to pass—that we cannot later change it,
we are asked to take this action. The
proponents say, “¥You cannot stop this
bill. Everybody is for it except a few,
perhaps, from the South, and they are
probably misguided.”

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERTSON, No chance is af-
forded to do what we could do. We are
asked to forget about the limitation on
territorial waters. We are asked to give
Alaska something no State has ever had.
We are asked to give them natural re-
sources, of the Territory which no State
has ever gotten before. We are asked
to give them twice or three times as
muech of the public domain as all the
last 10 Territories granted statehood
have gotten together. Why? Because
quick action is desired.

I will yield to the Senator from Wash-
ington in a moment.

There is a point I take exception to in
the statement of my distinguished col-
league, the Senator from Washington
[Mr. Jackson]l. The Senator says the
bill would be bottled up in the Rules
Committee of the House, and that that
matter is covered by the rules of the
House. When a House bill comes back
from the Senate with amendments, there
are two ways by which the bill can be
sent to conference. One is by asking
unanimous consent to take the bill from
the Speaker’s desk and send it to con-
ference. The other is by a motion to
send the bill to the Rules Committee and
get a rule to send it to conference.

My distinguished friend assumes that
the bill would have to be acted on in one
of those ways; that it would not be pos-
sible to get unanimous consent, and that
if the bill went to the Rules Commitiee
the bill might not come out again.

I invite the attention of the Senator
to the fact that a motion to recede and
concur in Senate amendments would
take precedence over the rule govern-
ing sending bills to conference.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield on that point?

Mr. ROBERTSON. I1yield.

Mr, JACESON. 0Under the House
rules, in order to move to recede and
concur in a Senate amendment, the
Member of the House must first ask
unanimous consent to take the bill from
the Speaker’s table and then move to
recede and concur in the Senate amend-
ment.

If the course were followed in the
House of adopting the Senate amend-
ment, or if it were desired to send the
bill to conference, as a condition prece-
dent to either course it would be neces-
sary to obtain unanimous consent. :

I will admit to the Senator that I was
a little “rusty” on this point, and I
checked it with the House Parliamen-
tarian.

Mr. ROBERTSON. The junior Sena-
tor from Virginia admits he has not
been a Member of the House for 12
years, and he also is more familiar with
the Senate rules. The Senate Parlia-
mentarian informed me what the ruling
in the Senate would be; that a motion to
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recede and concur would take prece-
dence over a motion to send the bill to
conference, and I assumed the ruling in
the House would be the same.

Mr. JACKSON. The House Parlia-
mentarian was my adviser on this sub-
ject, as the question would arise in the
House.

Mr. ROBERTSON. I cannot argue
with the House Parliamentarian about
the interpretation of the House rules.
Even if the House Parliamentarian be
right, the Senator from Virginia still
contends that, since this is our last
chance to do what should be done, not
only for Alaska but for the 172 million
people of the United States who will be
affected if around 100,000 people in
Alaska are to be represented by 2 Sena-
tors, a representation equal to that of
the 15 million people of New York, who
are represented by only 2 Senators, we
ought to be sure we are doing the right
thing, because we cannot change it later.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for two points of clarifi-
cation?

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. JACKSON. First, as to the
amount of land to be granted, the
amount in the House bill is identical
with that in the Senate committee bill.

Mr. ROBERTSON. I believe I saw a
report giving the figure as about 180 mil-
lion acres.

Mr. JACKSON. It is 103,550,000 acres.
That is the amount in the House bill,
and that is the amount in the Senate
committee bill.

On another point, with reference to a
breakdown as to the differences between
the House bill and the Senate commit-
tee bill, I included in my remarks and
had printed in the REcorp earlier today
a detailed analysis of the differences,
which analysis is available.

Mr. ROBERTSON. That will be in-
teresting information. AsIsaid, we nor-
mally permit a House bill to go to the
proper Senate committee. Then if the
bill is reported by the committee, or if
a Senate committee bill has already been
reported, the committee states the differ-
ences and indicates to the Senate
whether it wants to recede from its pre-
vious position.

In any event, those of us who do not
serve on the committee should know
what the differences are. I am sure that
there are some material differences, al-
though the objective, of course, is state-
hood.

I do not believe that the House bill
properly settles the ownership and con-
trol of the offshore islands. I think there
is vague language as to the jurisdiction
over the land.

As I recall, there was no provision in
the Senate bill that for 25 years the new
State could select certain areas of its
promised land and say, “This will be ours
from now on.”

I invite attention to another provision
in the House bill. The Constitution pro-
vides that Senators shall be elected for
6 years. I think the House bill author-
izes the election of one Senafor for a
long term and the other for a short
term. That has never been done in con-
nection with any other State. Senators
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were elected for the full 6 years. They
then came before the Senate and were
assigned to certain classes. One Sen-
ator was assigned to a class to hold office
for a certain period, and another Sen-
ator to another. There was no attempt
to run a bulldozer through the Constitu-
tion, as is proposed here.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? :

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. JACKSON. It is my understand-
ing that in all the States Senators come
up for election at different times, for
their 6-year term. That being the case,
it would seem, in order to have a logical
base, that there must have been a short
term and a long term in the beginning.
How does the Senator account for the
difference?

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. ROBERTSON. Iam glad to yield
to the distinguished Senator from Mis-
sissippi.

Mr. EASTLAND. Is not the question
of the class to which a Senator is as-
signed a matter for the determination
of the Senate itself?

Mr. ROBERTSON. That iscorrect.

Mr. EASTLAND. It is beyond the
power of a State to assign Senators to
classes. Such a provision in the State
constitution of Alaska would make it un-
constitutional; and we would be ecalled
upon to ratify an unconstitutional in-
strument.

Mr. ROBERTSON. That is correct.
That is one more objection to the bill
We took an oath to uphold and support
the Constitution of the United States.
As the Senator from Mississippi says,
if the proposed State constitution is
‘clearly unconstitutional, to vote for it
would be to violate our oath. We ought
not to vote for it.

Mr. JACKSON.
the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. JACKSON. I am sure the Sen-
ator will agree that it is rather difficult
to predict how the Supreme Court would
interpret the State constitution.

Mr. ROBERTSON. The Senator is
getting into a subject with respect to
which I am at a disadvantage.

Mr. JACKSON. The only guaranty
we can give to the new State is that its
government will be republican in form.
That word has no partisan significance.
I am speaking of “republican” in the
sense in which a political scientist uses
the term.

That is our constitutional responsi-
bility. In enacting the bill we make a
finding that the government is repub-
lican in form. This requirement dates
back to the Ordinance of 1787, in which
the philosophy was first expounded. It
was later confirmed by the Constitu-

Mr. President, will

‘tion, in Article IV, section 3, and Article

IV, section 4.
Mr. ROBERTSON. The Senator from
Virginia points out that in all previous

instances, so far as he can recall, there

was a simple motion to admit a State.

‘The proposal then went to the Judiciary

Committee for the arrangement of the
terms, and to see that the State Con-
stitution provided what was intended
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to be provided. With all due deference,
the bill should be reduced to a motion
to admit, and then sent to the Judiciary
Committee.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. EASTLAND. The distinguished
Senator from Washington is very able.
I have read the record of the hearings.
He asked some very intelligent ques-
tions, Later in the debate I shall com-
ment on some of the statements he
made.

In the present instance we would have
a State which was neither in the Union
nor out. My distinguished friend from
Idaho stated that statehood could be
suspended for a while. The Senator
realizes that that is something utterly
unknown to the law.

Is not the distinguished Senator from
Virginia amazed that the able and dis-
tinguished Senator from Washington
should say that we should vote for some-
thing which is patently unconstitutional,
in the hope that the Supreme Court
would declare it to be constitutional?

Mr. ROBERTSON. I did not know
that my friend went quite that far. He
pointed to the decision in Brown versus
Board of Education, in 1954, which
greatly surprised the Senator from Vir-
ginia. On the basis of that decision, he
asked, “Why should we be surprised at
anything the Supreme Court does?” I
think that was a general argument.

Mr. EASTLAND. The Senator from
Virginia stated that the Senator from
Washington said that we need not be
surprised at anything the Supreme
Court might hold. If that is what my
friend from Washington said, I am in
agreement. I do mot believe he said it.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERTSON. Iyield.

Mr. JACKSON. The junior Senator
from Washington merely made the ob-
servation that it would be rather dif-
ficult, perhaps, for the junior Senator
from Virginia and the senior Senator
from Mississippi to predict whether the
Supreme Court would or would not hold
the provisions in the Alaskan constitu-
tion to be constitutional. Am I to un-
derstand——

Mr. ROBERTSON. The reply of the
Senator from Virginia was that the Sen-
ator from Washington had him at a dis-
advantage, because, if the Senator from
Virginia were to proceed to make answer,
he would have to admit that he could not
predict anything the Supreme Court
might be expected to say.

Mr. JACKSON. Therefore, I ask my
distinguished and able colleagues, who
are brilliant in the field of constitutional
law, whether they do not feel that it
would be almost impossible for this
body to attempt to predict whether the
Supreme Court would hold any provision
in the State constitution to be unconsti-
tutional.

Mr. ROBERTSON. When President
Franklin Roosevelt was trying to push
through the Guffey coal bill, and it was
sent to the House Committee on Ways
and Means, the President said, “If you
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have any doubts about constitutionality,
resolve them in favor of those who want
the legislation, and let the case go to
the Supreme Court.”

I did not take that wviewpoint. I
thought I was elected and took an oath
to support and uphold the Constitution
of the United States to as great a degree
as members of the Supreme Court or
anyone else, and that if a particular
bill was unconstitutional, I should vote
accordingly. I voted against the Guffey
coal bill. The case went to the Supreme
Court, and the Supreme Court declared
the Guffey Coal Act to be unconstitu-
tional.

If we think the pending bill is un-
constitutional, we have as great an obh-
ligation to uphold and support the Con-
stitution as has any member of the
Supreme Court. We do not need to
speculate as to whether the Supreme
Court would or would not interpret the
Constitution as it was written, or wheth-
er it would go far afield, on ancther
Myrdal expedition, and say, “We cannot
turn the clock back; statehood for Alas-
ka has been long deferred and the action
must go forward”—forgetting all the
technicalities and the provisions of the
Constitution. The Supreme Court might
hold that statehood should be granted
in the interest of sociology or for what-
ever other reason one might wish to
assign.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Virginia yield to me?

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to file three points
of order against the pending bill. I ask
that they lie on the table and be printed,
to be called up at the discretion of the
Senator from Mississippi.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the points of order will lie on
the table and be printed.

Mr. EASTLAND. I should like to ask
the distinguished Senator from Virginia
a question.

Of course, the Senator realizes that
the United States Supreme Court has
held time and again that a State must
come into the Union on a basis of abso-
lute equality with other States. We
must assume that the Supreme Court of
the United States will adhere to its deci-
sions since the founding of the Repub-
lic. That being true, does not the Sen-
ator realize that, with the withdrawal
provisions in the bill, the State of
Alaska could not come into the Union on
a basis of equality with the other States,
and that therefore the bill flies in the
face of the Constitution?

Mr. ROBERTSON. The Senator from
Virginia is opposed to the bill from every
standpoint, including the constitutional
standpoint.

Mr. EASTLAND. The Senator knows
very well that, according to the testi-
mony at the hearings, there would not
be a uniform system of State taxation in
the new State of Alaska. If the Presi-
dent should withdraw a certain area,
that action would supersede the laws of
the State; and the testimony was that the
State of Alaska could not even enact a
sales tax.
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In addition, the public officials in vast
areas would be out of office. They would
be superseded by Federal employees ap~
pointed by the President of the United
States,

The Senator realizes that that would
be flying in the face of the Constitution
of the United States, does he not?

Mr. ROBERTSON. Undoubtedly so.
As the Senator recalls, in the very fine
speech of the junior Senator from Wash-
ington he made reference to the fact
that the national interest was protected
because the Federal Government could
go back into Alaska and withdraw any-
thing that was absolutely needed for the
national defense, or in the national
interest. I assume that is the point
mentioned by the Senator from Mis-
sissippi.

Mr. EASTLAND. I should like to read
a statement by Mr. Stevens, of the De~
partment of the Interior. He said: “Of
course the Federal Government could
not adopt such law, for instance taxing
laws, which are inconsistent with the
Federal Constitution.”

Mr. ROBERTSON. That is correct.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield on that point? f

Mr. ROBERTSON. I shall yield as
soon as I have finished yielding to my
colleague.

Mr, JACKSON. Will the Senator
yield so that I may answer the Senator
from Mississippi on that point?

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. JACKSON. I should like to invite
attention to the fact that in the with-
drawal area, for purposes of national se-
curity, which area is roughly north of
the Brooks Range and west of Fairbanks,
the Federal Government retains the au-
thority to withdraw a little over half of
all the land in Alaska. Therefore ample
authority is provided to do it.

Mr. EASTLAND. Under the Consti-
tution of the United States it is not pos=
sible to do it. Even without declaration
of martial law, under the provisions of
the bill it would be possible to move
24,000 people who now inhabit that area.

Mr, JACKSON. *“The Lord giveth and
the Lord taketh away.”

Mr. EASTLAND. That is exactly it.
It is a State and it is not a State. Mem-
bership in the Union would not be as
firm, even, as the membership of a col-
lege student in a college fraternity, “The
Lord giveth and the Lord taketh away.”
‘We can give statehood to Alaska and the
President can take it away. That is in
violation of our system of government,
that States are admitted to the Union
only on the basis of absolute equality.
That equality would be denied to the
State of Alaska.

Mr. JACKSON. The land is granted
to the new State. It is subject to cer-
tain conditions, of course, and there are
ample precedents to support such pro=-
cedure.

Mr. EASTLAND. I know the Senator
is referring to what happened in New
Mexico and Arizona. That involved an
entirely different situation, and I shall
discuss it at length later. It is impos-
sible under the Constitution to give state-
hood with a limitation.
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I should like to read what the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH], who is a very
able Senator, has had to say:

So far I have not heard any test!imony to
indicate what handicap there would be to
defense of either Alaska or the country if
we granted statehood without limitation to
the entire Alaska area.

The point is that statehood must be
granted without limitation; otherwise, it
is of no effect.

Mr. ROBERTSON. The distinguished
Senator from Washington quoted from
Job, but he did not quite finish the quo-
tation. He said:

The Lord gilveth and the Lord taketh
away. Blessed be the name of the Lord.

I wish to quote from what Benjamin
Franklin said when he was helping to
frame the Constitution, which the Sen-
ator from Mississippi and I are trying
to defend and preserve. Franklin said:

In this situation of this assembly, groping
as it were in the dark to find political truth
and scarce able to distinguish it when pre-
sented to us, how has it happened, sir, that
we have not hitherto once thought of hum-
bly applying to the Father of Light to illu-
minate our understanding?

The junior Senator from Virginia is
speaking in opposition to statehood, and
he hopes that what he has to say will
set off real debate on the whole matter.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERTSON, I yield.

Mr. EASTLAND. The distinguished
Senator from Virginia knows that any
sovereign State has the power fo pass
laws which are effective within the
State in fields in which the State is em-
powered to act. That is fundamental,

Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes. We believe
that there is a definite separation of
powers between the Federal Govern-
ment and the States, and that when the
13 States formed the ceniral govern-
ment, they were sovereign States, and
they retained that portion of their sov-
ereignty which was not, either through
express provision or necessary implica-
tion, conferred upon the central gov-
ernment; and that the powers of the
central government, especially under the
provisions of the 10th amendment to
the Constitution, were specifically lim-
ited.

Mr. EASTLAND. And that would
apply to the entire area of a new State,
of course.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Of course.

Mr. EASTLAND. Ishould like to read
from the testimony of the Under Sec-
retary of the Interior, Mr. Chilson,
which I submit is directly opposite to
the provisions of the Constitution of the
United States.

Mr. Chilson said:

Now, whether or not under our wording

here Alaska could pass new laws to take
effect within the withdrawal area—as the

thing is written I have some doubts,

We are talking about a State which
cannot even enforce sovereignty in half
of its area. If is neither in the Union
nor out of the Union. I am sure the
Senator from West Virginia will agree
that the bill flies in the face of the
Constitution. If we were to admit
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Alaska, we would be committing an act
which would violate the Constitution,
and therefore would be void.

Mr. ROBERTSON. I believe that the
proper thing to do with the bill would
be to send it to the Committee on the
Judieiary, to clear up the legal provi-
sions, and either have a bill brought be-
fore us which would confer statehood
upon Alaska in a constitutional way,
or not confer statehood at all.

Mr. EASTLAND. Ishould like to read
from what Mr. Stevens, the Solicitor for
the Department of the Interior had to
say:

The Presldent, of course, could turn right
around and appoint the Territorial or the
State chief of police, and he could con-
tinue to enforce his own laws.

The Senator realizes that Alaska could
not be admitted on the basis of equality
when the President of the United States
could supersede State officials and dis-
charge them and appoint Federal offi-
cers and enforce laws of the State.

Mr. ROBERTSON. That is correct.
Not one of the original States would
have stood for anything like that.

Mr. EASTLAND. The fact that the
new State would not have the power of
other States is conclusive proof, is it
not, that Alaska would not be admitted
on the basis of equality with the other
48 States?

Mr. ROBERTSON. The conclusion is
inevitable. This is a different pro-
cedure from that heretofore followed.
The Senator from Virginia had already
pointed it out. It is proposed to admit
Alaska on terms different from those un-
der which any other State has been
admitted since the Union was formed.
The Senator from Virginia does not see
the necessity for all the rush now, when
very serious problems have not been
adequately considered and not resolved,
and which cannot hereafter, as the Sen-
ator from Virginia has pointed out, be
changed no matter how wrong the de-
cision may be.

Mr. EASTLAND. The distinguished
Senator from Virginia realizes that the
testimony shows that if the State of
Alaska, after withdrawal of half of its
area, should enact a sales tax, which
every other State in the Union has power
to do and to make it effective within
the confines of the State, such a sales
tax would not be effective and enforce-
able in half of the land area of the
proposed new State of Alaska. Is that
a basis of equality?

Mr. ROBERTSON. The Senator from
Virginia had not thought about that
phase of it, but that certainly would
raise additional serious objection to the
plan here proposed.

Mr, EASTLAND. I have offered three
points of order, and I believe they are
absolutely well taken. I think the bill
violates the Constitution of the United
States.

If the points of order should not be
sustained by the Senate, then I am pre-
pared to move that the bill be referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary.
There has been no study made of the
constitution of the new State. The Re-
organization Act gives the Committee
on the Judiciary the exclusive power to
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fix the boundaries of States. The Reor-
ganization Act gives the Committee on
the Judiciary exclusive power to con-
sider legislation concerning the Federal
court system in a State. All of that is
being violated. It is being done after
only 2 days of hearings on one bill; and,
as I understand, the bill on which hear-
ings were held is not the bill which is
now being considered by the Senate.

Mr. ROBERTSON. The Senator is
correct. Hearings were held on the
Senate bill as reported last August; but
on the House bill which is now before
the Senate, only short Senate hearings
were held. Only today a statement was
placed in the Recorp on behalf of the
subcommittee to show the differences
between the two bills. As the Senator
from Mississippi has so clearly pointed
out, the very vital constitutional objec-
tion to the bill has never been consid-
ered by any committee.

Mr. EASTLAND. That is absolutely
correct. Does the Senator from Vir-
ginia realize that the House committee
inserted 69 amendments in the bill, and
those 69 amendments have not even
been considered by any Senate commit-
tee. What kind of legislative proce-
dure is that?

Mr. ROBERTSON. The Senator
from Virginia has just been glancing
through some of the provisions relating
to immigration laws. There are a num-
ber of such provisions coming from the
original bill. We do not know what it
is all about. No hearings have been
held. There has been no analysis. We
have no committee report to tell us why
certain things were done.

All we are asked fto do now is to aban-~
don the bill which was reported by the
Senate committee, and to take without
question and without change, the House
bill, for fear, because of what it was
said would be the ruling of the House
Parliamentarian—I am not too sure
about this; but that is what is claimed
by the proponents—that the bill would
go back to the House Committee on
Rules, which would keep it bottled up
to the end of the session. 'That is what
we, who took an oath to uphold and
support the Constitution, are asked fo
do. We are asked to forget about the
best interests of 172 million people of
the United States in behalf of 100,000
people in Alaska, and to act on a state-
hood bill which in every respect is dif-
ferent from any such bill which has
ever been enacted heretofore. The bill
gives away millions of acres of public
domain; it does not, as has always been
done before, even reserve the mineral
rights and the oil rights. It-leaves up
in the air how far out in the ocean the
rights of Alaska shall extend.

A researcher who acted on my behalf
has said that Alaska will extend out 100
miles and claim all the islands within
that distance. Certainly even Louisiana
and Texas never claimed that they could
claim any rights more than 12 miles off
the gulf coast. That is all they claimed.
Texas claimed she had that right when
she was an independent State, and pre-
sented a good argument to show that
she had never relinquished her claim be-
yond the 3-mile limit.
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But in this situation no limitation is
definitely fixed as to the jurisdiction over
oil under the waters, the fishing rights in
the water, and the control of contiguous
islands, even though they may be 50
miles away from the shore of the pro-
posed new State.

I have stated so far one point. The
population is too small to deserve the
privileges or to discharge adequately all
the obligations of a State.

The second point is that the resources
have not been developed to such a point
that they can support properly all the
functions of State and local government.

In that connection, if I wished to do
so, I could place in the Recorp a letter I
received a few days ago from a person
who said he had been in Juneau for 45
years. He said that the taxes in Alaska
are higher than they are in any State in
the Union. He said that Alaskans could
not raise the taxes which would devolve
on them if it became necessary to insti-
tute State courts to take the place of Fed-
eral courts; State police to take the place
of Federal marshals; and to assume all
the operations which are now being paid
for by the Federal Government. He said
that if it became necessary for Alaskans
to provide all those services, they could
not support statehood.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. EASTLAND. I think it is recog-
nized by all, as I have said—and as I
shall continue to contend—that any
‘State which comes into the Union must
come in on an equal footing with the
other States. That is the only basis
on which a State should be admitted.
If conditions are imposed which impugn
the sovereignty of the State, or which do
not place it on an even footing with the
other States, the action is void. I wish
to read, on that point, from the hear-
ings:

Benator Jacxson. I think it might be well,
before we go through all of the amendments,
if you could give to the committee, through
counsel, here, the exact situation insofar as
local police power, if any, will exist in the
withdrawal areas.

The Chair understands that in the areas
of withdrawal, local law will become Fed-
eral law—

That is admitted throughout the
hearings—
and will be enforced by Federal authorities,
save and except the right to serve civil and
criminal process and the right to exercise
the voting franchise in those areas. And
that local law will be invalidated where in-
consistent with Federal law.

Does that place this proposed new
State on an even footing with other
States, which is a rule governing the ad-
mission of new States into the Union?

Mr. ROBERTSON. Absolutely not.
It is different from anything which was
required of the 48 States now in the
Union.

Mr. EASTLAND. The answer made
by the representative of the Department
of Defense, who was presenting this
amendment, was:

Mr. DecaerT. Mr. Chairman, that Is cor-

rect only, I think, after a withdrawal is
made. Untll the withdrawal 1s made, the
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land subject to withdrawal remains fully
subject to the laws of the State.

The point is that with a withdrawal
provision, Alaska would not be placed
on an even footing with the other States
of the Union.

Mr. ROBERTSON. If she were not,
Congress would not be performing a
constitutional act. We have no consti-
tutional authority to create a second-
class State.

I shall enumerate one other general
objection. The geographic location of

imposes a permanent handicap
to the integration of its population as a
homogeneous unit in our Union of
States.

Senators may accept those objections,
as I do, as adequate grounds for voting
against the pending bill, or they may
agree with those proponents of imme-
diate statehood who argue that poten-
tial advantages outweigh the disad-
vantages. It is interesting to note, how-
ever, that the majorities of both the
House and Senate committees which
favorably reported H. R. 7999 and S. 49
last year seemed to find it easier to state
the objections, which they then tried to
refute, than to list and document posi-
tive benefits which the United States
would derive from granting Alaska state~
hood now.

For example, the House report on H. R.
7999 devoted four pages to stating argu-
ments against statehood and trying to
answer them. I used another three and
a half pages to discuss peculiar prob-
lems of Alaska and a page and a half
arguing the readiness of the Territory
for statehood at this time. In contrast,
the section headed “Primary Reasons for
Statehood,” was only a little more than
one page in length.

The first peculiar problem mentioned
in this report arises from the fact that
more than 99 percent of the land area
of Alaska is owned by the Federal Gov-
ernment—a condition which the com-
mittee recognized as unprecedented at
the time of the admission of any of the
existing States.”

The report pointed out that approxi-
mately 95 million acres, or more than
one-fourth of the total area of Alaska,
is enclosed within various types of Fed-
eral withdrawals or reservations for the
furtherance of the programs of Federal
agencies, and said:

Much of the remaining area of Alaska is
covered by glacliers, mountains, and worth=-
less tundra. Thus it appeared to the com=
mittee that this tremendous acreage of with=-
drawals might well embrace a preponderance
of the more valuable resources needed by the
new State to develop flourishing industries
with which to support itself and its people.

Another problem recognized by this
committee report, as in some respects
the most serious of all is that of financing
the basic functions of State government
and especially road maintenance and
construction in an area where great dis-
tances must be covered and costs per
mile are exceptionally high.

At this point I digress to mention to
the distinguished Senator from Missis-
sippi the point he has been urging about
what does not go to Alaska and what can
subsequently be withdrawn, and to ask
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him, if he knows, who will build and
maintain all the highways which will be
necessary to connect the areas which will
still be held by the Federal Government
and the areas held by the State, when
there is a great necessity to unite both
parts? How will the road system be
placed under single control for financ-
ing, maintenance, and general super-
vision?

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from Virginia
knows that Alaska will not be a self-
supporting State.

Mr. ROBERTSON. That is a con-
clusion I have reached. If Alaska will

not be a self-supporting State, that is

one reason why I will not vote to unload
that expense onto the taxpayers of Vir-
ginia and the taxpayers of the other 47
States of the Union.

Mr. EASTLAND. I should like fo call
the attention of the Senator from Vir-
ginia—if he will yield briefly to me—to
article 1, section 3, of the Constitution:

SEc. 8. The Senate of the United States
shall be composed of two Senators from each
State, chosen by the legislature thereof, for
6 years; and each Senator shall have one
vote.

Immediately after they shall be assembled
in consequence of the first election, they
shall be divided as equally as may be into
three classes. The seats of the Senators of
the first class shall be vacated at the expira-
tion of the second year, of the second class
at the expiration of the fourth year, and of
the third class at the expiration of the sixth
year, so that one-third may be chosen every
second year.

Is not that plain?
Mr. ROBERTSON. It is very plain.
But the bill violates that clear

provision of the Constitution. In doing
80, the Congress would permit Alaska to
have a State constitution which would
provide for two Senators, neither of
whom would be elected, as I recall, for
6 years. Instead, one Senator would
have what is called a short term, whereas
all the present States had to comply with
the constitutional provision that Sen-
ators shall be elected for 6 years; and
when their Senators reached the Con=-
gress, they were divided into the three
classes.

Mr. EASTLAND. But the Senate it-
self did that.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes.

Mr. EASTLAND. But in this case, the
constitution of Alaska would attempt to
make the arrangement to which we have
referred.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Virginia yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CraArK in the chair). Does the Senator
from Virginia yield to the Senator from
Idaho?

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. CHURCH. How would the Sena-
tor from Virginia propose to divide the
two Alaskan Senators into three classes?

Mr. ROBERTSON. The three classes
were formed at the time of the conven-
ing of the 1st Congress, so that one-third
of the Members of the Senate would be
elected every 2 years. But in the case of
two Senators, they would go into two-
thirds of three classes.
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Mr. CHURCH. Ithink the answer the
Senator from Virginia has given suggests
the point I should like to make, namely,
that the constitutional provision was de=
signed to accommodate the situation
which existed when the First Congress
convened, when the Senate then con-
sisted of two Senators from 13 States, but
that that arrangement obviously is im-
practical in respect to a single State.

Mr. ROBERTSON. But our point is
that it is not proper to disregard a con=-
stitutional provision merely because
some may choose to regard it as imprac-
tical. For instance, the Chief Justice
and the Supreme Court stated that it is
impractical in these modern days to
have segregation in the schools, and,
therefore, he stated that he would write
into the Constitution a provision that is
not in it. Similarly, it is said that it is
impractical to elect two Senators for 6
vears, as the Constitution provides, and
that, therefore, a different arrangement
will be made.

Mr. EASTLAND. The Constitution
provides that each State shall have two
Senators, and that Senators shall be
elected for 6-year terms. Yet the Con-
stitution authorizes the Senate to divide
Senators into three classes.

Mr. ROBERTSON. That is correct.

Mr. EASTLAND. As the distinguished
and very able Senator from Idaho has
stated, it might be regarded by some as
impracticable to follow the procedure
and precedents which without exception
have prevailed during the history of this
country, namely, that new Senators
draw lots. One Senator may draw lot
No. 1, and then he would be in class 1,
and would have either a 2-year term or a
6-year term.

Another Senator might draw lot No. 2,
in which case he would have either a 4=
year term or, if the Senator who drew
lot No. 1 received a 2-year term, the
Senator who drew lot No. 2 would receive
a 6-year term. That is the way the ar-
rangement has worked throughout the
entire history of this country. That ar-
rangement has been followed without ex-
“ception.

When Arizona was admitted, when
New Mexico was admitted, when Colo-
rado was admitted, when Iowa was ad-
mitted, when California was admitted,
that system prevailed without excep-
tion. We cannot now say it is imprac-
tical, and that, therefore, the Senate can
change the Constitution of the United
States.

So this measure is void.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, the
Senator from Mississippi is entirely
correct.

Mr. President, I shall proceed now
with a brief discussion of what I be-
lieve is a close approach to doubletalk
in the committee report. The report
says that the proposed legislation would
take care of the distorted landowner-
ship pattern, and would provide sources
of State revenue by land grants to the
new State aggregating 182,800,000
acres—a figure, incidentally, which was
reduced to 103,350,000 acres in the bill
as passed by the House. So the report is
in error, because the bill we are now con-
sidering calls for land grants totaling
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103,350,000 acres, or materially less acre-
age than the amount set forth in the
committee report.

Except for 400,000 acres to be taken
from national forests and 400,000 acres
adjacent to established communities
for prospective community centers and
recreation areas, however, all of this land
would have to be selected from public
lands which are “vacant, unappropriated
and unreserved and which are not in-
cluded in areas subject to military with-
drawal, unless specifically approved by
the President.”

The question arises, If, as stated on
the preceding page of the report, the
“preponderance of the more valuable re-
sources” of Alaska already are included
within acreage withdrawn by the Fed-
eral Government and reserved for its
agencies, and if much of the remainder
is indeed *“glaciers, mountains and
worthless tundra,” how can the new
State expect, even with such an exten-
sive land grant, to find the resources to
support itself and its people?

The uniqueness of the Alaska land
situation is further emphasized in the
committee report, which points out that
on the occasion of admission of exist-
ing States land grants amounted to a
maximum of 6 to 11 percent of the
total land area, and much acreage al-
ready had passed into private taxpaying
ownership, whereas in Alaska, even after
a grant of unprecedented proportions to
the proposed State, the Federal Govern=-
ment would continue to control more
than two-thirds of the total acreage and
an even larger percentage of the re-
sources.

To alleviate this situation to some ex-
tent, the bill proposes to share with the
State profits from Government coal
mines, mineral leases, and the fur mo-
nopoly, which, of course, would make the
State government a pensioner dependent
on the Central Government to a much
greater extent than the existing States
which already, in my opinion, have
jeopardized their constitutional rights by
too ready acceptance of Federal handouts
for a variety of public works and welfare
programs.

The report to which I have been re-
ferring suggests that a long list of poten-
tial basic industries can exist in Alaska
now only as tenants of the Federal Gov-
ernment and on the sufferance of various
Federal agencies, and implies that there
will be a great rush of private capital to
the new State, There is a dual danger
involved in this change, however. On
the one hand, the State, if it succeeded
in obtaining valuable resources through
its choice of unreserved public lands,
might prove to be fully as unsatisfactory
a landlord as the Federal Government.
On the other hand, if the State sought
to dispose of these assets in rapid order,
to raise funds for its operation, the proc-
ess, especially in the hands of inexperi-
enced public employees, might involve
favoritism and irregularities which would
make the Teapot Dome affair seem
trivial by comparison.

Another example of contradictory
statements is found on page 9 of the com-
mittee report. In one paragraph it is
stated that committee members recog-
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nize there will be added costs of state-
hood that are now being borne by the
Federal Government, but that Territorial
legislators expect this to be offset by
participation in Federal programs from
which Alaska has been omitted. Another
paragraph says the grant of statehood
would mean some saving to the Federal
Government, as the people of Alaska take
over part of the hurden of supporting
governmental functions. Mr. President,
either the Federal Government will save
money by shifting the burden of some
functions to Alaska, or the new State will
gain by obtaining more grants from the
Federal Government, but the balance of
saving cannot be on both sides at once.
And, of course, insofar as statehood in-
volves additional government organiza-
tion and more levels of employees, there
will be increased costs for someone to
pay.

The statement to which I have just
referred—about the possibility of the
Federal Government saving money
through statehood—is part of the brief
section headed “Primary Reasons for
Statehood.”

That section frankly admits that in
considering extension of statehood to
any Territory “it has never been pos-
sible in our history to specify in precise
terms the exact benefits to be derived,”
and says that “it is not possible to say
definitely in what particular respect the
admission of Alaska will strengthen the
Nation.”

Aside from the vague and contradic-
tory claim I have quoted, that the Fed-
eral Government might save some money
by granting statehood, this part of the re-
port suggests that matters of local con=-
cern can best be determined and most
efficiently managed by those most di-
rectly affected, and that statehood will
permit and encourage a more rapid
growth in the economy of the Territory
by opening up resources and by providing
representation in Congress to advocate
policy changes that would stimulate
growth,

I am a firm believer in maximum use
of State and local authority and a mini-
mum of Federal interference, in line
with the philosophy of Thomas Jeffer-

‘son, who believed the central govern-

ment should do only those things which
the smaller units cannot do for them-
selves. As a matter of practical appli-
cation, however, I find i